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ROBCBT C. MURPHY 
CHIEF Juoac 

coumr or APPEALS or MABYUAND 

COURTS  Or APPIAL •UIUSINO 

ANNAPOLIS, MAUVCANO IMOI 

October 24, 1988 

Hon. Thomas V. "Mike" Miller, Jr. 
President of the Senate 
State House 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Hon. R. Clayton Mitchell 
Speaker of the House 
State House 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re: Judgeship Needs — Fiscal Year 1990 

Gentlemen: 

In accordance with established procedures, I submit herewith my 
certification of need for additional judgeships for Fiscal Year 1990. 
After careful study of all the information available to me, I certify 
that four additional judgeships should be created during the 1989 Session 
of the General Assembly. This includes one circuit judge each for 
Carroll and St. Mary's Counties and one District Court judge each for 
Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. 

I certify the need for these judgeships with full realization of 
their cost, both to the State and to the political subdivisions. Never- 
theless, I believe it incumbent upon me, as administrative head of the 
State's judicial system, to convey to you my view that these positions 
are required to maintain the effective and efficient administration of 
justice for the benefit of the citizens of this State. 

As in the past, the Administrative Office of the Courts has prepared 
a statistical analysis of the workload and performance of our circuit 
courts. By applying a workload measure to case filings projected through 
Fiscal 1990 and by applying other statistical data, preliminary indica- 
tions are made as to where additional judgeships may be needed. (A copy 
of the Analysis, Exhibit A, is attached for your review and consid- 
eration.) 
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The preliminary analysis is distributed to the eight circuit admin- 
istrative judges who are encouraged to submit their own views as to the 
need for additional judges (see attached Exhibits B-l through B-8). 
These views are shared in some instances with other circuit court judges, 
bar associations, and legislators, as well as local governmental offi- 
cials. Finally, after reviewing the statistical analysis and the 
responses of the administrative judges, certification is prepared. 

As of July 1, 1988, there were 227 judicial positions authorized in 
Maryland, allocated in the following manner: 

Court of Appeals 7 judges 
Court of Special Appeals   13 judges 
Circuit Courts 114 judges 
District Court 93 judges 

Each of these court levels undertakes to maximize the use of limited 
resources in order to keep current with their burgeoning caseloads. Some 
steps taken by these courts include the temporary recall of retired 
judges; the assignment of active judges from other areas of the State, as 
well as other courts; and various other administrative efforts aimed at 
managing caseload, particularly in the preliminary phases of litigation. 
All of these efforts are helpful in controlling the courts' workload but, 
from time to time, it is necessary to add permanent new judicial posi- 
tions. 

In the circuit courts, I seek two additional circuit court judge- 
ships ~ one in the Fifth Circuit — Carroll County -- and one in the 
Seventh Circuit — St. Mary's County. In Fiscal 1988, the circuit courts 
throughout the State reported over 199,000 total case filings (excluding 
juvenile cases filed in Montgomery County which are heard in the District 
Court). This represents an increase of 5,300 filings over the previous 
fiscal year and an infusion of more than 47,000 case filings since Fiscal 
1983. Several factors over the past five years have contributed to this 
significant explosion in circuit court workload: A high number of cases 
affecting the family -- divorce, child support, child abuse, foster 
placements, etc.; and a greater influx of cases involving specialized 
litigation, such as savings and loan matters and asbestos claims. There 
has also been a huge number of motor vehicle and criminal misdemeanor 
cases which, although originating in the District Court, have been 
removed to the circuit courts after jury trials have been prayed. Even 
though less than two percent of these cases ever result in a jury trial, 
the number of such filings has reached epidemic proportions. In Fiscal 
1988, over 29,000 of these cases were removed from the District Court to 
the circuit court. Since the early eighties, the volume of jury trial 
requests has quadrupled. It now appears that more than 50 percent of the 
circuit court criminal case filings are from the District Court. 
Legislative efforts to help abate this problem are sorely needed. 
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In the civil area, funds were made available two years ago by the 

X2iiL*SSe;b1y t0 ?upp?rt the USe  0f former Jud9es in the pretrial settlement of cases in the circuit courts in order to make the civil 
dockets more manageable. Former judges, once recalled, possess all the 
powers of active judges under the Maryland Constitution and statutes 
[hus far, six of the eight judicial circuits have had settlement programs 
instituted in their jurisdictions. y 

Wi 
judges 
Fourth 
istrati 
circuit 
should 
within 
judicia 

th respect to the individual circuits, no additional circuit court 
will be sought in Fiscal 1990 in the First, Second, Third or 
Judicial Circuits. In each of these circuits, the circuit admin- 
ve judge concurs with the recommendation that no additional 
court judge should be requested in the next fiscal year. It 

be noted, however, that if continuous patterns of growth appear 
certain counties of these circuits, I may request additional 

1 positions in the not-too-distant future. 

and 
the 
the 

In the Fifth Judicial Circuit, Circuit Administrative Judge Thieme 
has indicated a need for one additional circuit court judge for Carroll 
County in Fiscal 1990, and I support this request. According to projec- 
tions by the Administrative Office of the Courts, this is the third 
consecutive year that Carroll County has statistically shown a need for 
an additional circuit court judge. In previous years, retired judges 
active judges from other jurisdictions have provided assistance to 
circuit court for Carroll County. Carroll County now represents 
second highest county in the State in terms of population per judge 
(57,850) and the longest elapsed time in the disposition of criminal 
cases (197 days). Administrative Judge Gilmore cites the fact that 
criminal cases are requiring the attention of one judge in Carroll 
County, five days a week to handle the removed criminal misdemeanor 
cases, while pending caseload is continuing to grow each year in the 
County. The last judgeship approved for Carroll County was in 1977. 
During that year, there were 1,777 juvenile, criminal and civil filings 
reported in the County. At the end of the previous fiscal year (Fiscal 
1988), there were 4,049 total case filings. This means that Carroll 
County has more than doubled its circuit court workload in the last ten 
years. 

In neighboring Howard County, there has been growth as well. Former 
Administrative Judge Fischer refers to local population statistics which 
indicate a growth of more than 40,000 people in the last six years. In 
the last fiscal year, the number of total filings increased by nearly a 
thousand over the previous year (5,845 in Fiscal 1988 compared to 4,849 
in Fiscal 1987). While this data illustrate the growth in Howard County, 
more attention must be given to the circuit court workload through 
improvement in the case assignment system. Additional assistance may 
also be provided through the use of recalled judges and active judges 
within the circuit.  In any event, a continuous assessment needs to be 
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conducted with respect to the future needs of the circuit court for 
Howard County. 

In the Sixth Judicial Circuit, Administrative Judge Mitchell has 
requested an additional judge in the circuit court for Montgomery County 
based partially on the increased number of criminal filings in the last 
several years. In Fiscal Year 1988, Montgomery County reported 7,120 
criminal filings -- up 14.7 percent from the previous year total of 
6,207. More than half of these increases are directly related to the 
large number of demands for jury trials in criminal and motor vehicle 
cases which originated in the District Court. 

According to statistics prepared by the Administrative Office of the 
Courts, Montgomery County ranks third in the State (behind St. Mary's and 
Carroll Counties) in terms of population per judge (52,938). The court 
has also experienced some lengthy litigation over the past year as Judge 
Mitchell has referenced in his letter (Exhibit B-6), concerning the 
savings and loan and Dalkon Shield cases. However, more sustained growth 
is needed in order to request a permanent judicial position in the 
circuit court for Montgomery County at this time. Other measures, such 
as reassigning temporary judges or recalling former judges, should be 
considered in order to provide assistance to the court in handling its 
regular docket in the upcoming year. 

In the Seventh Judicial Circuit, I am requesting a second judge for 
the circuit court for St. Mary's County. As indicated in the Statistical 
Needs Analysis prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts, St. 
Mary's County shows a need of an additional 1.8 judges by Fiscal 1990. 
The County also ranks the highest in the State in the number of filings 
per judge (3,491), dispositions per judge (3,063) and population per 
judge (69,500). Physical facilities for the second circuit court judge 
in St. Mary's County will be available according to local government 
officials (Exhibit B-7). 

In the Eighth Judicial Circuit, Judge Kaplan does not request any 
additional assistance for Fiscal 1990. 

Turning to the District Court, I support Chief Judge Sweeney's 
request (Exhibit C) for two additional District Court judgeships in 
Fiscal 1990, one each in Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. Both of these 
jurisdictions have experienced significant growth in population and 
caseload in the eighties. Since Fiscal 1983, each county has experienced 
a rise in more than 20,000 additional total cases. Because further 
temporary judicial assistance is no longer a viable option in these two 
counties, I am now requesting permanent judicial positions in the Dis- 
trict Court for Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. 
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K wy.ueu, eitner now or at the hearings concerning this request. 

Respectfully your 

Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge 

RCM:npg 
Enc. 
cc: Hon. 

Hon. 
Hon. 
Hon. 
Hon. 
Hon. 
Hon. 
Hon. 
Hon. 

William Donald Schaefer, Governor 

lllTtlrCM  LSIi!l!!nV?-1nBan'cSenate Bud9et and Taxatl'on Comnittee 
ChaHes 5 SSn' rh^""3"' Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee 
win 111 i'  Sn ' CJairman» House Appropriations Committee 
William S. Horne, ChaTrman, House Judiciary Cownittee 
R^LI r'  ^rt. Chief Judge, Court of Special Appeals 
Rod PG-Jhleme' £:• Chairman, Conference of Circuit Judges 
Robert F. Sweeney, Chief Judge, District Court 

Judiciallon^erencr6"' ^^^ ^^ Zomnte*  of the ^yland 
Circuit Administrative Judges 
Hon. Louis L. Goldstein, State Comptroller 
Alan H. Murrell, Esq., State Public Defender 
Thrill I' u0-Ty'  Erq" State,s Attorney for  St. Mary's County Thomas E Hickman, Esq., State's Attorney for Carroll County 
flll^o Ru   {rS,uEsq^ State's Attorney for Howard County 
Ms Mar0 R^Rpfw?' l^y+l^r*'S  Att0rney for Anne Aru"del County Ms. Mary R Bel  Clerk of the Circuit Court for St. Mary's County 
wtW* ShiP ey' ^lerk 0f the C1rcuit Court for Ca•^ County James H. Norns, Jr., Esq., State Court Administrator 
M; JlnnlthT^-^5^' Si!:eCt0r' Dept- of Legislative Reference Mr Kenneth W. Miller, Budget Analyst, Dept. of Budget and Fiscal 

r lanmng 
Ms. Karen D. Morgan, Administrative Analyst, Dept. of Fiscal Services 
Mr. Peter J. Lally, Assistant State Court Administrator 
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE NEED FOR 

ADDITIONAL JUDGESHIPS IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

Fiscal 1990 

I.   INTRODUCTION 

On January 4, 1979, Chief Judge Robert C. Murphy began an annual 

procedure of formally certifying to the General Assembly the need for 

additional judges in Maryland. This process, which has become known as 

the certification process (or judicial allocation plan), was suggested 

by the Legislative Policy Committee prior to the 1979 session of the 

legislature. Since its implementation, it has allowed the Judiciary the 

opportunity to present the need for judgeships based on a review of a 

comprehensive set of factors including workload and other variables 

which affect the daily movement of cases through the State's judicial 

system. 

The Chief Judge's Certification Process in identifying needs in 

the circuit courts involves three different steps. The starting point 

and the subject of this report is a statistical analysis prepared by the 

Administrative Office of the Courts. Several variables are considered 

at this interval: actual and projected filings; the number of pending 

cases per judge; the number of dispositions per judge; the ratio of 

attorneys to judges; the time required for the filing of the case 

through disposition (divided by criminal, civil, and juvenile) and the 

population per judge for each jurisdiction in Maryland. By reviewing 

these factors and applying caseload projections, preliminary indications 

can be made as to where additional judges are needed. It is important 



to emphasize that these indicators are only preliminary at this juncture 

and they are only meant to act as a guide in assisting where additional 

judicial positions may be needed. The final decision or position of the 

Judiciary is not made until the end of the third step. 

The second phase of certification involves local input. It is at 

this stage of development, after reviewing the statistical analysis 

prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts and assessing local 

factors, that each circuit administrative judge responds to the need for 

additional judgeships. This response is given after several groups or 

individuals have been consulted. For example, the circuit adminis- 

trative judge will seek the views of the administrative judge from the 

county where an additional judge may be considered. The circuit admin- 

istrative judge will also solicit opinions from all or a select number 

of members of the bench from that county. Additional insight may be 

obtained from members of the bar. State and local legislators, and other 

individuals involved with providing local support. In all, based on a 

thorough review of the local environment and additional factors which 

may justify the need for increasing judgeships, the circuit administra- 

tive judge is asked to address the circuit's need for additional judge- 

ships. In responding, the circuit administrative judge is asked to 

address the following points: 

A. Is there agreement or disagreement with the statistical 

analysis prepared by the Administrative Office of the Courts? 

B. If there is disagreement with the analysis for additional 

judges, what factors (such as the availability of inter- or 

intra-circuit assignments or the use of District Court or 
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c. 

retired judges, the Jack of physica, fie,1Uf„ or the ,ack 

of fiscal SUpp„rt, 1mproved admin1strat1ve procedureSi ^ 

support this view? 

" there 1s disagreement with the analysis ajainst additional 

Judges, what factors (such as the unavallablHty of inter- or 

-tra-circuit assignment, District Court Judges, or retired 

judges, the avaiUbimy of phys1ca, facilities and local 

fiscal support, complexity of cases, case delay, demographic 

or economic factors, etc.) support this view? Are all case- 

flow management procedures being utilized in order to mini- 

mize the need for more judges? 

0.  If there is agreement with the formula reco-endations, are 

there physical facilities and anticipated local financial 

support for any recommended additional judgeships? Does the 

local delegation of State legislators support this need? 

What is the position of the local bar and others who might be 

called upon to support the request for an additional judge- 
ship? 

The final phase of the certification plan occurs when the Chief 

Judge of the Court of Appeals reviews the responses from administrative 

judges as well as the preliminary statistical analysis. Before making a 

final decision, he may also choose to discuss the request further with 

the administrative judge or others who may have specific knowledge about 

the request.  Final certification is then drafted for the legislative 

leadership based on a distillation of all the infomation available to 

the Chief Judge.  This step is taken consistent with the normal 

budgetary process. 



II.  METHODOLOGY FOR STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

In order to statistically review the need for judgeships, a 

variety of factors (or variables) can be looked at in order to help 

gauge where an additional judge may be needed. In Maryland, the first 

step is to assess the relative need of a jurisdiction by reviewing 

factors which may influence workload and performance of the courts. The 

second approach is to look at the specific needs of a jurisdiction by 

applying a particular formula. If the relative needs analysis and the 

formula approach both indicate a need for an additional judgeship, then 

there is a strong likelihood that a solid statistical need exists for a 

judgeship in that jurisdiction. 

Reviewing the time required to terminate cases (performance 

measure) is one method of showing how the circuit courts are coping with 

increases in caseload. Table 3 illustrates the average number of days 

between filing and disposition for all cases terminated over the past 

four fiscal years (1985, 1986, 1987, and 1988). Civil cases generate 

the most time in terms of a case moving from the date of filing to final 

disposition and it appears that the average time for these cases in 

Fiscal 1988 is approximately 211 days. Criminal filings are the next 

highest, averaging 120 days (Fiscal 1988) followed by Juvenile filings 

which averaged 68 days (Fiscal 1988). 

Workload measures are compared in Table 5. These include filings 

per judge, pending cases per judge, dispositions per judge, population 

per judge, and attorney/judge ratio. (Detailed population figures are 

found in Table 4.) All variables are ranked in Table 6. A distinction 

is made between predictive factors and performance factors. Predictive 

factors generally indicate those elements which may affect the amount of 



business or workload of the courts in the foreseeable future, while 

performance factors tend to illustrate the ability of the courts to 

handle their workload. By comparing two sets of factors collectively 

(Table 7), one can gain a perspective of the relative needs of the 

jurisdictions in Maryland in terms of volume and their ability to cope 

with workload demands. 

After reviewing the method for determining relative needs, a more 

specific analysis of each area of the State is then considered. Projec- 

tions are developed for Fiscal 1989 and Fiscal 1990 and then applied to 

a scale to predict numerically the need for judicial positions. The 

following scale was utilized for Fiscal 1990 projections: 

1,000 case filings in jurisdictions with 1 to 3 judicial 
officers; 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

1,100 case filings in jurisdictions with 4 to 8 judicial 
officers; 

1,200 case filings in jurisdictions with 9 to 14 judicial 
officers; 

1,300 case filings in jurisdictions with 15 to 19 judicial 
officers; and 

1,400 case filings in jurisdictions with 20 or more judicial 
officers. 

The results of the filings standard analysis are shown in Table 8. 

The first column after the jurisdiction represents the total 1990 

projected filings for civil, criminal, and juvenile cases. The second 

column represents existing authorized judgeships. The third column 

shows the number of available full- and part-time masters, both juvenile 

and domestic relations, and also District Court judges who are cross 

designated to hear juvenile and other matters in the circuit court. It 

also indicates the number of retired judges who are recalled in some 



jurisdictions for settlement conferences. The fourth column combines 

the second and third columns into a total combined number of judicial 

officers. The fifth column illustrates the projected number of total 

case filings per judicial officer. The sixth column shows the estimate 

of judge needs by applying the appropriate filing standard to the 

projected adjusted caseload, and the last column represents preliminary 

estimate of needed judicial manpower in terms of existing judicial 

resources and projected need. A surplus is shown by a number in paren- 

theses and a shortage or a need for judges is shown by a number without 

parentheses. 

III. GENERAL TRENDS WITHIN THE CIRCUIT COURTS 

In the circuit courts, 199,245 filings were reported in Fiscal 

1988 compared to 193,879 cases filed in Fiscal 1987 (excluding juvenile 

matters filed in Montgomery County). This represents a difference of 

over 5,366 additional filings or an increase of approximately 2.7 

percent in total filings. Increases were reported in civil filings, 

3.8 percent and criminal filings, 2.9 percent, while juvenile filings 

decreased slightly — 1.1 percent. (See Table 1.) Since Fiscal 1983, 

total filings have increased 31 percent or more than 47,000 additional 

filings. The most consistent and significant increases have occurred 

with criminal filings, chiefly as the result of a large number of 

requests in the District Court for jury trials in misdemeanor cases. 

Since the District Court does not conduct jury trials, all of these 

requests are transferred to the circuit courts for disposition. In 

Fiscal 1988, 29,784 jury trial requests were filed in the circuit courts 
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throughout the State.  This represented more than 50 percent of the 

entire criminal caseload for the year. 

In 1981, the General Assembly passed a law aimed at reducing the 

number of demands for jury trials in the District Court (Chapter 608, 

Acts of 1981).  As a result, jury trial prayers dropped by one-half 

after the first year (infra p. 8).  In Fiscal 1983, two years after 

passage of the law, jury trial prayers increased close to the level 

where they were prior to the enactment of Chapter 608. The effective- 

ness of this law in reducing jury trial prayers was considerably 

lessened when, in April of 1984, the Court of Appeals ruled as unconsti- 

tutional the denial of a jury trial for a theft offense carrying a 

penalty of 18 months imprisonment. (See Kawamura v. State. 299 Md. 276, 

473 A.2d 438 (1984).)  In Fiscal 1984, jury trial prayers exceeded the 

1981 level.  As a result of another Court of Appeals decision the 

effectiveness of the law was thereafter further reduced.  (See also 

Fisher v. State, 305 Md. 357, 504 A.2d 626 (1986).)  As a practical 

matter, therefore, the 1981 law has no impact upon the jury prayer 

problem.  This was, in part, recognized by an eight-judge committee, 

chaired by the Honorable Joseph A. Ciotola, which studied extensively 

the problem of District Court jury trial prayers and made a full report 

in December of 1987 on various short- and long-term solutions.  A 

legislative proposal to correct the problem supported by all segments of 

the criminal justice system (public defenders, private defense bar. 

State's attorneys, Maryland State Bar Association, and the judiciary) 

was not successful during the 1988 session of the General Assembly. 

(See SB 681/HB 1269 -- Jury Trial - Criminal Prosecutors.) 



Over the years, these requests have climbed from 19,180 in Fiscal 

1985 to 23,284 in Fiscal 1986 to 28,244 in Fiscal 1987. During the past 

year. Fiscal 1988, the number of these cases climbed more than 5 percent 

to 29,784 filings. While in most jurisdictions less than two percent of 

the cases actually result in a jury trial, a significant amount of court 

time is now required to dispose of the requests when scheduled for the 

circuit court. This influx of these cases is the single most important 

problem affecting the administration of the circuit courts throughout 

the State. 

Jury Trial Prayers Pre- and Post-Gerstung Law (Chapter 608) 

Pre- 
Ch.608  Post-Chapter 608  

 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83  FY 84  FY 85  FY 86  FY 87  FY 88 

Baltimore City* 5,925 2,034 3,209 
Anne Arundel County 503 381 392 
Baltimore County 1,312 1,050 1,424 
Montgomery County 636 489 1,223 
Prince George's County 952 895 1,583 
All Other Counties 2,962 1,399 1,930 

Total 12,290 6,248 9,761 13,193 19,180 23,284 28,244 29,784 

*Based on number of defendants provided by the Criminal Assignment Office of 
the Circuit Court for Baltimore City. 

Since the certification process began in January of 1979, 24 

circuit court judgeships and seven District Court judgeships have been 

created. During the 1979 session of the General Assembly, seven circuit 

court judges were approved — two in Anne Arundel, one each in Baltimore 

City, Charles, Montgomery, Prince George's, and Worcester Counties 

(Chapter 480, Acts of 1979). In 1980, while the circuit judgeship bills 

were not enacted (SB 674 and HB 997), one District Court judge was 

4,128 5,948 7,407 8,698 8,714 
459 720 922 1,066 1,343 

1,513 2,245 3,363 4,348 4,683 
1,924 2,631 2,511 3,560 3,955 
2,755 4,043 4,348 4,003 3,111 
2,414 3,593 4,733 6,569 7,978 



authorized in Howard County (Chapter 266, Acts of 1980). The following 

year, 1981, the General Assembly approved six circuit court judges under 

the certification process - two in Baltimore County, one each in 

Harford, Howard, Montgomery, and Washington Counties (Chapters 532 and 

634 of 1981 Acts). In 1982, one circuit court judge was approved in 

Prince George's County (Chapter 132 of 1982 Acts). During the 1983 

session, one judge was approved in the District Court for Montgomery 

County (Chapter 141 of 1983 Acts); two circuit court judgeship requests 

in Frederick County and Baltimore City were not approved. 

In 1984, the General Assembly created five new judicial positions: 

two District Court judgeships, one each in Prince George's County and 

Baltimore City (Chapter 107 of 1984 Acts); and three additional judge- 

ships in the circuit courts, one each in Baltimore, Frederick, and 

Prince George's Counties (Chapter 191 of 1984 Acts). During the 1985 

session of the General Assembly, two circuit court judgeships were 

authorized, one each for Montgomery and Prince George's Counties (Chap- 

ter 21 of 1985 Acts). In Fiscal 1986, no additional judgeships were 

requested or authorized for the circuit courts. One additional judge in 

Fiscal 1987 was approved for the District Court in Montgomery County 

(Chapter 208 of the 1987 Acts). 

During the 1988 session of the General Assembly, five additional 

judgeships were created in the circuit courts and two additional judge- 

ships in the District Court (Chapter 473 of the 1988 Acts). This law 

allocated one additional circuit court judge in Baltimore City and 

Baltimore, Charles, Prince George's and Wicomico Counties. Two District 

Court judges were also provided in Charles and Prince George's Counties. 

Since the certification program began over ten years ago at the 
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direction of the Legislative Policy Committee, more than 80 percent of 

the requests for judgeships have been approved by the General Assembly. 

IV.  CIRCUIT-BY-CIRCUIT ANALYSIS 

First Circuit 

Located in the southern portion of the Eastern Shore of Maryland, 

the First Judicial Circuit is comprised of Dorchester, Wicomico, 

Worcester, and Somerset Counties. Seven circuit court judges are 

authorized in the area — the most recent being approved for Wicomico 

County during the 1988 session of the General Assembly. 

Since 1980, population in the First Judicial Circuit is estimated 

to have increased by approximately 20,000 people (Table 4). Judicial 

workload like in other areas of the State has grown as well. Case 

filings in the past five years have risen approximately 20 percent 

(Table 2) due in part to significant increases in the number of jury 

trial prayers, paternity/child support, and CINA cases. 

In Fiscal 1988, of the 2,632 criminal filings reported within the 

circuit, 59 percent or 1,555 cases were those in which the case orig- 

inated in the District Court and a request was made for a jury trial. 

In Worcester County, 513 of 796 (64 percent) criminal filings were 

District Court jury trial prayers. Wicomico County reported 56 percent 

of the criminal docket (659 of 1,161) involved these types of cases in 

Fiscal 1989. 

Second Circuit 

Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot Counties make up 

the Second Judicial Circuit. There must be at least one resident judge 
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in each county within the circuit except Cecil County where there are 

two circuit court judges. 

Population in the Second Judicial Circuit is beginning to grow, 

particularly in Cecil and Queen Anne's Counties. By July 1, 1989, it is 

projected that the circuit will have a population of 171,200 (See 

Table 4.) Talbot County ranks sixth in the State in the number of 

attorneys per judge (76 to 1) and second in the State in the longest 

disposition of criminal cases (179 days). Caroline County ranks fourth 

in the elapsed time of criminal matters (174 days). (See table 6.) 

Third Circuit 

Baltimore and Harford Counties constitute the Third Judicial 

Circuit which is made up of 18 circuit court judges — 14 in Baltimore 

County and four in Harford County. Baltimore County's circuit court is 

also assisted by one full-time juvenile court master, two part-time 

settlement judges and one part-time master hearing child support mat- 

ters. There is also one part-time juvenile master in Harford County. 

The Third Judicial Circuit represents the third highest volume in 

the State in terms of overall court filings. In Fiscal 1988, 24,968 

filings were reported in Baltimore County. While this showed a growth 

factor of only 2.4 percent over the previous year, Baltimore County has 

experienced a rapid climb in workload over the past five years. During 

this time period, Baltimore County has recorded the following increases: 

Fiscal 1985 -- 20,176 filings, up 9.9 percent (over the previous fiscal 

year); Fiscal 1986 ~ 23,137 filings, up 14.6 percent; and Fiscal 1987 

— 24,325 filings, up 5.1 percent. Harford County has also experienced 
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a similar growth in filings. Since Fiscal 1983, there have been over 

2,200 additional court filings, representing a climb of 58.0 percent. 

As evidenced in other jurisdictions in Maryland, a significant 

portion of both of these increases is attributable to the increase in 

the number of requests for jury trial prayers. Since Fiscal 1982, these 

requests have risen by over 3,600 which means that the circuit court in 

Baltimore County can anticipate that many additional filings for the 

next several fiscal years. 

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 8? FY 88 

Motor Vehicle Jury 
Trial Prayers    250 204 279 322 593 1,102 1,411 1,616 

Criminal Jury 
Trial Prayers   1,062 846 1,145 1,191 1,652 2,261 2,937 3,067 

1,312 1,050 1,424 1,513 2,245 3,363 4,348 4,683 

In recent years, courts can also anticipate a sizable number of 

civil cases related to asbestosis. As of July 1988, 2,700 asbestos 

cases are pending in Baltimore County. 

In terms of other variables, Baltimore County is third in the 

State in the number of attorneys per judge (159 to 1), fourth in popu- 

lation per judge (51,854), fourth in the number of pending cases per 

judge (1,973), and sixth in the number of filings per judge (1,937). 

(See Table 5.) Harford County reported the fifth highest number of 

pending cases per judge in the State in Fiscal 1988, with 1,626 filings 

pending per judge. 
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Fourth Cirrnit 

The Fourth Judicial Circuit is located in *„.   * 
M*...I ^ '^ated m the western area of 
Htn-l- and has three C0untjes. 

a 

CountiPQ  Th wrrett, and Washington ou t es. The. are ,1X judges authorj2ed for the ^^^ 

Washington County. 

'-•ely 1... p.W ^r mn  the amount reported |B 

appears in ,asM„gt()„ c„unty .here case f„ings ^^^ 

;;: 1988- "^ • >—  - ~ —«. cases aPpea, t. 
be the reason why much of the working *„,. 

workload increases have occurred in recent years. =v.ciii 

^ to other 1nilQttmt  Anegary County ranks fjrst ^ ^^ ^ 

-tion of dv,, cases ,293 days, and f^fth (17o days, ,„ the  state t„ 
its time frame on criminal cases (Table 3). 

Fifth Circuit 

The Fifth Judicial Cit-nnt <* 
Circuit ,s a geographical area which lies 

Pr.«r1,y bet»een the .etropolitan areas of Baltimore and Washington 

U consists of Anne Arundel, Carroll, and Howard Counties.  Fifteen 

oudges are authorized in the circuit courts of these counties - nine i„ 

•ere are also three full-time Ju.enile/domestic relations masters ,n 

Anne Arunde, Count,, one part-time Juvenile master in Carrol, County 

ahd one full-time domestic relations master in Howard County 



14 

In terms of population, the Fifth Judicial Circuit remains the 

largest growing area within the State. By July 1, 1989, the population 

for the circuit is projected at 703,200 people. This is approximately 

110,000 more than the July 1980 population and it is anticipated that 

each subdivision within the circuit will grow as follows: Anne Arundel 

County — 48,610; Howard County — 44,020; and Carroll County — 20,960 

(Table 4). In measuring population per judge, Carroll County ranks 

second in the State (57,850), while Anne Arundel County is sixth 

(46,233). 

As to other factors affecting judicial allocation, Howard County 

ranks fourth in the number of attorneys to judges (149 to 1) and Carroll 

County is fifth in the number of filings per judge (2,054). Anne 

Arundel County is also third in the number of pending cases per judge 

(2,120) and fifth in the number of attorneys to judges (100 to 1) 

(Table 5). In Fiscal 1988, Carroll County reported the longest elapsed 

time for the disposition of criminal cases (197 days), and Howard County 

had the third longest time period for civil cases (254 days) (Table 6). 

Sixth Circuit 

In Fiscal 1988, Montgomery and Frederick Counties both reported 

increases in the number of circuit court filings. Montgomery County 

showed an increase of 13.1 percent from 18,877 total filings in Fiscal 

1987 to 21,351 total filings in Fiscal 1988. Frederick County's total 

filings climbed 9.5 percent from 3,388 in Fiscal 1987 to 3,712 in Fiscal 

1988. 

As stated in other parts of this report, a significant portion of 

caseload increases in the circuit courts in recent years is attributable 
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to the greater demand for jury trials originating from the District 

Court. The following chart indicates how the number of those requests 

in Montgomery County has risen for the past eight fiscal years. 

tlM PLM tlM HJi HJk HM ELM ELM 
Motor Vehicle Jury 

Trial Prayers    357   248   812 1,475 1,561 1,663 2,176 2,154 

Criminal Jury 

Trial Prayers   279   241 _411 _449 1^070 iJ67 1^384 1,801 

636   489 1,223 1,924 2,631 2,830 3,560 3,955 

As to other workload factors, Montgomery County has historically 

ranked first in the number of attorneys per judge (269 to 1). It also 

ranks second in the number of pending cases per judge (2,123) and third 

in population per judge (52,938). The county also has the second 

highest elapsed time of civil cases (262 cases) and the third longest 

disposition time for criminal cases (175 days) (Table 6). Frederick 

County is sixth in the disposition of juvenile (76 days) and criminal 

cases (153 days). 

Seventh Circuit 

As indicated in Table 2, the Seventh Judicial Circuit is the 

second largest circuit in terms of court workload. In Fiscal 1988, 

there was a total of 43,519 filings reported in the circuit, represent- 

ing a slight decrease of 0.1 percent over Fiscal 1987 (43,583). Prince 

George's County and the southern Maryland counties of Calvert, Charles, 

and St. Mary's make up the Seventh Judicial Circuit of Maryland. 

Table 4 indicates that the smaller jurisdictions within this region are 



16 

experiencing the greatest rate of population growth. It is anticipated 

that by July 1, 1989, each of the counties will have grown by 10,000 

people. 

In terms of jury trial requests from the District Court, Prince 

George's County has the fourth highest number of demands within the 

State; however, during the past fiscal year, these cases declined in 

both the criminal and motor vehicle areas. The following chart indi- 

cates the increase in these demands since Fiscal 1981 in Prince George's 

County. 

PY  81 FY 82 PY 83" PY 84 PY 85 PY 86 PY 87" PY 88 

Motor Vehicle Jury 
Trial Prayers 178 242 669 1,438 1,794 2,040 1,767 1,501 

Criminal Jury 
Trial Prayers 774 653 914 1,317 2,249 2,308 2,236 1,610 

952 895 1,583 2,755 4,C43 4,348 4,003 3,111 

St. Mary's County has also witnessed an explosion of the requests over 

the past fiscal year. In Fiscal 1986, for example, there were 154 cases 

filed in the circuit court in which there was a demand for a jury trial. 

In Fiscal 1988, the county reported 814 jury demands -- an amount more 

than five times greater. 

St. Mary's (1), Charles (3), and Prince George's (4) Counties rank 

the highest with respect to the number of filings per judge. Table 5 

illustrates these workload measures on a comparative basis. As to the 

elapsed time of cases, St. Mary's County ranks third in the disposition 

of juvenile cases (98 days), and Calvert County ranks second, averaging 

100 days for a juvenile filing. 
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There are twent.-two judges a.thori.ed f„r the CIrcu1t courts of 

^ Seventh Jud1c,a, Cncuit - seventeen of these are in p,,^ 

^e's county. SU   Jl(d,efll masters are a]so empIoyed ^ ^ 

.-cn..nr Juvenne matters. St. Mary's County a,so employs a Juvenne 

master on a part-tfme basis to handle juvenile natters. 

Eighth Circtnt 

The Eighth judicial Circuit is the Circuit Court for Bandore 

CUy, which consists of 24 judges and n full-ti• juven„e and do^stic 

relations asters to handle a workload of over 52,000 case filings each 

year. One District Court judge is assigned to court on a rotational 

basis during the year along with two part-ti^ retired judges used for 
civil cases. 

Over the past five fiscal years, the overall number of case 

filings has increased significantly in Baltimore City. I„ Fiscal 1984 

there were 43.209 court filings compared to this current fiscal year 

(1988) when the court reported 52,470 total court filings. This repre- 

sents an increase of 21.4 percent.  A significant portion of this 

caseload increase is attributable to jury trial demands from the Dis- 

trict Court. The following chart reflects the number of these cases in 

Baltimore City since Fiscal 1981. 

— ^-g2 HM HM HA iLg6 Fvjr-rrgg 
Jury Trial Prayers^      5,925    2,034    3,209    4.128    5,948    7,407    8,698    8,714 

0?^e\Tth?CinrSrCoOufrtd^t?ttLrc^d.   '*   ""   ^^   *»"—' 
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Like other jurisdictions in the metropolitan area of Baltimore, 

the Circuit Court for Baltimore City is now experiencing a large number 

of asbestos cases. Currently, a retired judge has been assigned to hear 

these matters on an exclusive basis and it is anticipated that it will 

take many years before these matters could be resolved. 

As to other workload considerations, Baltimore City ranks first in 

the number of pending cases per judge (4,980), second in the number of 

attorneys to judges (190 to 1), and second in the number of filings per 

judge (2,367). (See Table 5.) It also is seventh for the disposition 

time of civil cases -- 202 days. 



^^m^^m^^mm^^^^^d asM^ft^HW^^Mffl^sw^t/w KP^A ^-vin^ttiAimi^u. ^4 ^ft^M^M^-^^wft^^w^i^ *-^^^^ ^.t ^^ i^sUitwiAw^^ws^ ^^t^^ i^^^s^iM^^V' 

TABLE 1 

STATEWIDE CIRCUIT COURT FILINGS BY CASE TYPE 

FISCAL YEARS 1979 THROUGH 1988 

Case 
IfflS. 
Civila 

Criminal 

Juvenile 

FY 79 
Filings 
(% of 

Change 

81,064 
(+ 8.5%) 

38,516 
(+ 7.80%) 

23,487 
(+ 4.51%) 

FY 80 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY 81 
Filings 

(% of 
Change) 

FY 82 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY 83 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

FY 84 
Filings0 

(% of 
Change) 

FY 85 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

86,295 
(+ 6.5%) 

75,336 
(-12.7%) 

39,007    46,061 
(+ 1.27%) (+18.08%) 

24,117    22,961 
(+ 2.68%) (- 4.79%) 

81,633 
(• 8.4%) 

30,575 
(-33.62%) 

26,481 
(+15.33%) 

91,255 
(+11.8%) 

33,862 
(+10.75%) 

26,518 
(+ 0.13%) 

97,674 
(+ 7.0%) 

36,738 
(+ 8.49%) 

26,626 
(+ 0.40%) 

102,030 
(+ 4.50%) 

42,547 
(+15.80%) 

27,387 
(+ 2.90%) 

FY 86 
Filings 
(% of 

Change) 

106,716 
(+ 4.59%) 

48,660 
(+14.36%) 

30,834 
(+12.58%) 

FY 87 
Filings 

{% of 
Change) 

106,193 
(- 0.5%) 

55,247 
(+13.5%) 

32,439 
(+ 5.2%) 

FY 88 
Filings 
(I of 

Change) 

110,288 
{+ 3.8%) 

56,892 
(+ 2.9%) 

32,065 
(- 1.1%) 

Tota'    <-•-> cTiSi (-"as ..'as ..'as! ,.».:« „'J:«I («   --  -•- 
"Beginning in Fiscal 1985, "Law" and "Equity" were combined into one category and named "Civil." 

Excludes juvenile causes in Montgomery County District Court. 

y^Triiiz ii\x?<2i^zi rf'rassr •*-a ""^ - *"•'- •" •*•• "^ ^- •«^- 



TABLE 2 

PROJECTIONS OF CIRCUIT COURT FILINGS FOR 
EACH JURISDICTION IN MARYLAND THROUGH 1990 

Actual Projected 
Circuit/ 
Jurisdiction FY 81* FY 82b FY 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY 86 FY 87 FY 88C FY 89c FY 90c 

First Circuit 6,005 5.506 6,198 6,398 6,366 7,552 7,670 7,766 7,751 7,743 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

1,156 
550 

2,307 
1,992 

1,135 
635 

2,348 
1.388 

1,156 
675 

2,669 
1,698 

1,305 
800 

2,583 
1,710 

1,430 
759 

2,245 
1,882 

1.837 
940 

2,644 
2,131 

1,865 
1.021 
2.604 
2,180 

1,734 
1,076 
2,915 
2,041 

1,709 
1,148 
2,992 
1,902 

1,637 
1,216 
3,127 
1.763 

Second Circuit 4,436 4,957 5,602 5,369 5,625 5,891 6,259 6,721 6,549 6,658 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

750 
1,975 
414 
735 
562 

678 
2,219 

378 
386 
796 

750 
2,311 

430 
1.054 
1,057 

687 
2,356 

388 
991 
947 

897 
2,484 

372 
939 
933 

977 
2,376 

551 
944 

1,043 

1,016 
2,549 
668 
951 

1,075 

1,164 
2,826 

629 
1,022 
1,080 

1,223 
2,695 
590 
955 

1,086 

1,307 
2.742 

551 
959 

1,099 

Third Circuit 19,642 20,303 22,281 22,931 25,144 28,487 29,792 31,195 31,018 31.588 

Baltimore 
Harford 

15,857 
3,785 

16,348 
3,955 

18,341 
3,940 

18,352 
4,579 

20,176 
4,968 

23,137 
5,350 

24,325 
5,467 

24.968 
6,227 

24,967 
6,051 

25.28S 
6,300 

Fourth Circuit 4,980 4,807 5.130 5,378 5,947 6,645 6,679 7,361 7,313 7,542 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

1,650 
706 

2,624 

1.589 
645 

2,573 

1.577 
724 

2,829 

1,544 
701 

3,133 

1,702 
718 

3,527 

1,935 
634 

4,026 

1,828 
747 

4,104 

2,010 
911 

4,440 

1,999 
934 

4.380 

2,036 
1,003 
4,503 

Fifth Circuit 16,690 17,461 19,906 23.727 26,037 26,c31 25,329 25,150 24,214 23,598 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

10,730 
2,451 
3,509 

11,592 
2,377 
3,492 

13,198 
3,190 
3,518 

16,501 
3,434 
3,792 

18,250 
3,543 
4,244 

18,257 
3,503 
4,821 

16,723 
3.757 
4.849 

15,527 
3,879 
5,744 

14,763 
3,986 
5,465 

13,793 
4,102 
5,703 

Sixth Circuit 13.123 13,589 17.139 18,465 19,651 20,837 22,265 25,063 25,049 26,395 

Frederick d 
Montgomery 

2,311 
10,812 

2,501 
11.088 

2.357 
14.782 

2,574 
15.891 

2,718 
16,933 

3,163 
17,674 

3.388 
18.877 

3,712 
21,351 

3.721 
21,328 

3.847 
22,548 

Seventh Circuit 26,469 30,567 32.485 35,561 36,066 39.422 -13.583 43,519 42.245 42,024 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

1,640 
2,724 

20,415 
1,690 

1,294 
2,694 

25,100 
1,479 

1,156 
3,126 

26.551 
1,652 

1,317 
3.010 

29.653 
1,581 

1,467 
3.195 

29.916 
1.488 

1,585 
3,804 

32,542 
1.491 

1,536 
4,710 

34,525 
2,812 

1,671 
4,555 
34,030 
3.263 

1,683 
4,400 
33,535 
2,627 

1,726 
4,245 

33,040 
3,013 

Eighth Circuit 53,013 41,499 42,894 43,209 47,128 50,695 52,302 52.470 52.638 52,806 

Baltimore City 53,013 41,499 42,8§4 43,209 47,128 50,695 52,302 52,470 52,638 52,806 

Statewide*1 144,358 138,689 151.635 161,038 171,964 186,210 193,879 199,245 196,777 198,354 

a0uring Fiscal 1981 and Fiscal 1982, reopened cases were counted when a hearing was held. In all other 
fiscal years, reopened cases are recorded at the time of the filing of the petition. 

Baltimore City changed its criminal counting procedures from individual charges to cases in July 1981. 
Cases are defined as charges arising out of a single incident. 

Projections are based on a linear regression method of forecasting. For Fiscal 1988, the first eleven 
months' data were used as the data base for extrapolating twelve-month figures. 

Excludes juvenile causes heard in Montgomery County. 



TABLE 3 

FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED 
IN FISCAL 1988, 1987, 1986, and 1985 

Averag e in Days - filing to Disposition 

All 

85 

Crimi 

'86 

nal Cases 

'87  '88 

Excluding 
360 

Cases Over 
Days* 

'85^ '86 '87 •ftft 

First Circuit 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

175 
256 
93 
123 

140 
115 
92 

123 

135 
129 
100 
113 

100 
168 
95 
125 

132 
111 
86 
117 

113 
115 
89 
110 

121 
128 
97 
112 

98 
127 
95 
120 

Second Circuit 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

144 
166 
170 
125 
152 

170 
164 
140 
150 
128 

169 
163 
173 
158 
237 

182 
191 
274 
163 
197 

125 
157 
159 
123 
143 

163 
159 
129 
123 
126 

160 
146 
125 
134 
186 

174 
147 
110 
134 
179 

Third Circuit 
fealtimore 
Harford 

133 
223 

137 
210 

138 
212 

143 
214 

99 
173 

106 
161 

125 
166 

108 
147 

Fourth Circuit 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

151 
133 
150 

163 
165 
165 

182 
124 
156 

196 
115 
143 

126 
125 
130 

144 
160 
157 

165 
124 
146 

170 
103 
131 

Fifth Circuit 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

163 
208 
168 

171 
192 
150 

181 
237 
156 

181 
229 
167 

144 
167 
131 

143 
150 
131 

149 
161 
135 

150 
197 
140 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick 
Montgomery 

116 
179 

119 
194 

134 
226 

176 
236 

103 
142 

111 
168 

128 
178 

153 
175 

Seventh Circuit 
Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

100 
162 
114 
142 

115 
160 
117 
130 

95 
154 
119 
134 

98 
154 
128 
181 

96 
152 
104 
135 

1C5 
154 
109 
114 

95 
141 
111 
127 

98 
147 
115 
146 

Eighth Circuit 
Baltimore City 115 93 97 110 93 76 81 91 

Statewide 135 126 132 149 111 106 112 120 

*This column excludes 
what the average time 
-1 1J   I -   L.-~_   — .  

older 
would 
. j i 

cases 
be el 

to give the reader an indication of 
iminating those cases which perhaps 

should have been reported as terminated to the State information 
system. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of the cases are disposed 
within this time period. 

Note - The figures used for Fiscal 1988 are as of March, 1988. 



TABLE 3 (contd.) 

FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED 
IN FISCAL 1988, 1987, 1986, and 1985 

First Circuit 
Dorchester 
Somerset 
Micomico 
Worcester 

Second Circuit 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

Third Circuit 
Baltimore 
Harford 

Fourth Circuit 
AT 1egany 
Garrett 
Washington 

Fifth Circuit 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick 
Montgomery 

Seventh Circuit 
Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

Eighth Circuit 
Baltimore City 

Average in Days - HHng to Uispositi'^ 

All Civil Cases 

'85 "86 '87  '88 

Excluding Cases Over 
721 Davs* 

5?    r55" T  '85 

279 472 222 244 
162 159 163 193 
180 195 228 282 
211 193 211 201 

147 141 148 174 
107 116 98 116 
148 154 179 199 
175 174 177 180 

169 
193 
173 
126 
216 

240 
181 
140 
191 
208 

202 
247 
214 
223 
227 

225 
195 
262 
213 
302 

143 
153 
129 
88 

155 

197 
152 
107 
160 
158 

179 
143 
141 
181 
163 

183 
155 
187 
165 
202 

310 
269 

299 
248 

326 
322 

320 
N/A 

216 
182 

210 
176 

213 
186 

203 
190 

443 
220 
332 

328 
196 
240 

294 
208 
238 

N/A 
190 
240 

261 
192 
179 

232 
189 
170 

216 
187 
182 

293 
165 
183 

236 
263 
434 

248 
322 
288 

399 
346 
364 

288 
217 
504 

173 
147 
261 

184 
151 
225 

228 
187 
262 

200 
167 
254 

224 
622 

243 
405 

224 
369 

274 
369 

169 
223 

173 
245 

184 
242 

191 
262 

228 274 253 259 
226 240 241 231 
350 317 338 327 
202 202 205 275 

252  303  375  338 

170 189 191 194 
181 193 192 188 
246 241 206 218 
178 184 173 191 

187  194  243  202 

Statev.-de 328  299  333  352 200  204  214  211 

This column excludes older cases to give the reader an indication of 
e^ii haVer\9e time WOuld be elimi""ating those cases which perhaps 
should have been reported as terminated to the State infomadSn 
system Approximately 90 to 95 percent of the cases are SlSoIS 
within this time period. uispgsea 

NOteS: III l^e  fl'9ures used for Fiscal 1988 are as of March, 1988. 
(2) Please see attached memorandum from John Davies dated 

October 13, 1988. 



TABLE 3 (contd.) 

FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TtamMATcn 
IH FISCAL 1988,  1987, iSIf^SJ• 

Ffrst Circuit 
Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wlcomico 
Worcester 

Second Cfrcuit 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

Third Circuit 
Baltimore 
Harford 

Fourth Circuit 
Aliegany 
Carrett 
Washington 

Fifth Circuit 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

Sixth Circuit 
i-rederick 
Montgomery 

Seventh Circuit 
divert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

Eighth Circuit 
Baltimore City 

Statewide 

Averaoe in Uavs . pn;^ ^ 

AIT Juvenile r^    ExcUVng  Cases^ 

'85   '86  'fl7 'aq 
er 

37 
66 
32 
55 

65 
71 
73 
44 
52 

54 
78 

32 
32 
36 

91 
78 
82 

59 
161 

271 Pays' 
T33—'jfc r'd; Tgg 

54 
25 
37 
65 

50 
46 
38 
82 
69 

39 
51 
43 

80 
74 
74 

69 
115 

105 122 
116 68 
104 76 
88 134 

37 
35 
53 
73 

55 
75 
37 
55 
81 

32 
11 
42 
76 

84 
58 
65 
57 
66 

63   59  156 
74   73  N/A 

79 
38 
50 

87 
91 
83 

65 
52 
41 

95 
91 
76 

81 
171 

154 
66 
75 
95 

85 
146 

122 
75 
75 

103 

86   90  119   85 

90   83  101  128 

37 
26 
32 
47 

59 
48 
65 
40 
52 

43 
48 

29 
32 
36 

82 
68 
71 

59 
92 

73 
65 
63 
81 

32 
14 
34 
59 

50 
46 
38 
35 
69 

51 
55 

38 
51 
43 

74 
69 
64 

58 
35 

66 
64 
73 

37 
19 
35 
58 

50 
56 
37 
47 
60 

48 
59 

67 
38 
43 

31 
65 
71 
82 

32 
11 
39 
56 

73 
55 
42 
51 
59 

45 
58 

54 
52 
38 

80   86 
82   30 
72   69 

70   76 
106  109 

100 
68 
73 
98 

63   68   65   65 

64   66   66   68 

should have bSn^poT.i- « t • "ntVed' to""iSt?"-C1 £££?ffiS 
system. Approximately 90 to 95 ptrelnf of tN c«., 1nf°?iSB°C 
within this time period.       percent or tne cases are disposed 

Note - The figures used for Fiscal 1988 are as of March. 1988. 



TABLE 4 

MARYLAND POPULATION CHANGE BETWEEN 1970 AND 1980 CENSUS 
AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS THROUGH JULY 1, 1989 

Circuit/ 
Jurisdiction 

First Circuit 

Dorchesttr 
Somerset 
Wicomlco 
Worcester 

Second Circuit 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

Third Circuit 

Baltimore 
Ha rford 

Fourth Circuit 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

Fifth Circuit 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

Sixth Circuit 

Frederick 
Montgomery 

Seventh Circuit 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

Eighth Circuit 

Baltimore City 

Actual Population 

April 1. 1970  April 1  1980 

Actual 
Annual 
Rate of 
Change 

Population Projections 

127,007 

29,405- 
18,924 
54,236 
24,442 

131,322 

19,781 
53,291 
16,146 
13,422 
23,682 

735,787 

620,409 
115,378 

209,349 

84,044 
21,476 
103,829 

429,442 

298,042 
69,006 
62,394 

607,736 

84,927 
522,809 

777,467 

20,682 
47,678 

661,719 
47,388 

905,787 

145,240 

30,623 
19,188 
64,540 
30,889 

151,380 

23,143 
60,430 
16,595 
25,508 
25,604 

301,545 

655,615 
145,930 

221,132 

30,548 
27,498 
113,086 

585,703 

370,775 
96,356 
118.572 

693,845 

114,792 
579,053 

932,355 

34,638 
72,751 

665,071 
59,895 

786,775 

.July 1. 1980* 
1.44 

0.41 
0.14 
1.9 
2.54 

1.53 

1.7 
1.34 
0.34 
3.85 
0.81 

0.89 

0.57 
2.65 

0.56 

-0.42 
2.34 
0.89 

3.64 

2.44 
4.0 
9.0 

1.42 

3.52 
1.08 

0.71 

5.75 
5.26 
0.05 
2.64 

•1.31 

145,700 

30,650 
19,200 
64,800 
31,050 

151,890 

23,230 
60,610 
16,710 
25,690 
25,650 

803,190 

656,500 
146,690 

220,400 

80,460 
25,620 
113.320 

589,5lO 

372,E?0 
97,:-0 
119,330 

695,460 

115,000 
580,460 

333,740 

34,990 
73,380 

665,160 
60,210 

783,800 

July l. I9a9b 

159,500 

Projected 
Annual Rate 

_. of Change 

29,500 
19,200 
71,900 
38,900 

171.200 

24,600 
70,100 
17,000 
31,300 
28,200 

835,100 

675,300 
159,800 

212,500 

71,500 
26.300 
114,700 

703,200 

421,200 
118,000 
164,000 

341,000 

139,500 
701,500 

903.000 

47,200 
96,300 

638,900 
70,600 

743,900 

0,85 

-0.34 
0.0 
0. 
2. 

99 
28 

1.14 

0.53 
1.41 
0.16 
1.97 
0.39 

0.36 

0.2S 
0.80 

-0.32 

-1.00 
-0.11 
0.11 

1.73 

1.17 
1.94 
3.30 

1.88 

1.92 
1.88 

0.75 

3.14 
2.81 
0.32 
1.55 

-0.46 

STATEWIDE 3,923,897 4,217,975 0.75 4,223,790 4,569,400 0,74 

and 
S0UBCES:    ^ryla^ Vital Statistics Annual Report.  1980. and Maryland Population fl-oort Julv 1    1985 

Projections to liMO. S»artm»nt nf L.llh »nA Mental n{ylene. Center "or Cellth Stallstks. 

The July 1, 1980 population estimate was prepared by the Center for Health Statistics bv addlno to the 
1980 census population (April l, 1980) l/40th the change between the 1970 and 1980^censuses for tech 
political subdivision.    The subdivisions were then summed to obtain the total State population 

Change in population from one year to the next is dependent upon two factors — natural increase and 
net migration Natural increase is the excess of births over deaths. Net migration is thi d1f"re«e 

s^olrce do^Snts abo*?     ""^  ^ M '• "* ^ ""''*"• ^^ MU    For ?"rth.r inJormatfo" 



TABLE 5 

COMPARATIVE WORKLOAD MEASURES PER CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE4 

(Fiscal Year 1988) 

Junsaictfon 
(Nunbcr of 
Judqts) 

—m— 
Filings Per 

Judge 
(Rtnlt)  

 m—; 
Pending Cases' 

Per Judge 
 (Renk) 

 m—- 
Olsposltlons 

Per Judo* nw1— 
—m— 
Population. 
Per Judge8 

(Rinlr 

l3' 
Attorney/Judge 
. Patio* 

First Circuit 

Dorchester (1) 
Somerset (1) 
W1coralco (2) 
Worcester (2) 

Second Circuit 

Caroline (l) 
Cecil (2) 
Kent (1) 
Queen Anne's (1) 
Talbot (1) 

Third Circuit 

Baltimore (13) 
Harford (4) 

Fourth Circuit 

•    Allegany (2) 
Garrett (1) 
Washington (3) 

Fifth Circuit 

Anne Arundel  (9) 
Carroll  (2) 
Howard (4) 

Sluth Circuit 

Frederick f    (3) 
Montgomery    (13) 

Seventh Circuit 

Calvert (1) 
Charles (2) 
Prince George's (16) 
St. Mary's  (1) 

Efqhth Circuit 

Baltimore City (23) 

1,816 ( 7) 
1,160 (18) 
1,512 (13) 
1.049 (20) 

1.169 (17) 
1.441 (14) 
649 (24) 

1.015 (22) 
1.132 (19) 

1.937 { 6) 
1,582 (11) 

1,037 (21) 
922 (23) 

1.528 (12) 

1.732 ( 9) 
2.054 ( 5) 
1,410 (15) 

1.280 (16) 
1,655 (10) 

1.772 ( 8) 
2,314 ( 3) 
2.178 ( 4) 
3,491 ( 1) 

2,367 ( 2) 

901 (13) 
545 (19) 
572 (18) 
182 (21) 

515 (20) 
885 (14) 
342 (23) 
397 (22) 
702 (17) 

1,973 { 4} 
1.526 ( 5) 

952 (11) 
233 (24) 
340 (15) 

2.120 ( 3) 
1.428 ( 8) 

?20 (12) 

780 (16) 
2,123 ( 2) 

974 ( 9) 
962 (10) 

1,568 ( 71 
1,573 £ 6) 

4,980 ( 1) 

1.570 ( 8) 
1.017 (19) 
1.471 (11) 

981 (20) 

1.158 (17) 
1,182 (16) 
548 (24) 
961 (21) 
871 (23) 

1.581 ( 6) 
1,502 ( 9) 

1.413 (13) 
933 (22) 

1,413 (14) 

1,320 (15) 
1,797 ( 5) 
1,435 •".:) 

1,080 'IS) 
1.498 (10) 

1,577  ( 7) 
2,059 ( 3) 
1.964  ( 1) 
3,063  ( 1) 

2.C96 ( 2) 

29,600 (18) 
19,200 (22) 
35,550 (14) 
19,000 (23) 

24.500 (21) 
34,550 (15) 
17,000 (24) 
30,700 (17) 
27,900 (19) 

51.854 { 4) 
39,625 (11) 

36,300 (13) 
26,400 (20) 
38,233 (12) 

46.233 ( 6) 
57,850 ( 2) 
39,750 (10) 

45,633 ( 3) 
52,938 ( 3) 

15,900 ( 7) 
46,900 ( 5) 
•12.938 ( 9) 
69.500  ( 1) 

32,557 

16 (23) 
U (24) 
48 (12) 
27 (19) 

18 (22) 
28 (18) 
26 (20) 
30 (17) 
76 (  6) 

159 (  3) 
59 (  9) 

37 (14) 
20 (21) 
37 (15) 

100 ( 
75  ( 

149 { 

5) 
7) 
4) 

53 (10) 
269 (1) 

50 (11) 
35 (16) 
75 ( 8) 
47 (13) 

190 (  2) 

State (109) 1.871 2.237 1,664 41.599 128 

The number of judges used In developing the rankings in this chart is based on the number authorired in Fiscal 
1988 (109 statewide). 

The pending cases reflect those active cases which were pending as of April 30, 1988. 

The dlsposltloj, statistics used were based on a linear regression method of forecasting using the first ten 
months of Fiscal  1988 as the data base. 

Population estimate for July 1, 1988. issued by the Maryland Center for Health Statistics. 

Attorney   statistics   obtained   from   the   Administrator   of   the   Clients'   Security   Trust   Fund  of   the   Bar  of 
Maryland as of April  12, 1988.    Out-of-state attorneys are not included in these ratios. 

Excludes juvenile cases in Montgomery County District Court. 



TABLE 6 

COMPARED RANKING OF VARIOUS FACTORS AFFECTING JUDGESHIP ALLOCATION 

Ranking of 
Predictive Factors 

Ranking of Performance Factors 
(Inverted Ranking Used 
to Show Longest Times) 

Filings 
Popu-   Pending 

latlon    Cases Attorneys 
Time/ 
Civil 

Hme/ 
Criminal 

"Hmer 
Juvenile 

First Circuit 

Dorchester 
Somerset 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

7 
18 
13 
20 

18       13 
22 19 
14       18 
23 21 

23 
24 
12 
19 

174 (19) 
116 (24) 
199 (9) 
180 (18) 

98 (21) 
127 (15) 
95 (23) 
120 (16) 

32 (23) 
11 (24) 
39 (21) 
56 (14) 

Second Circuit 

Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent' 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

17 
14 
24 
22 
19 

21       20 
15       14 
24       23 
17      22 
19       17 

22 
18 
20 
17 
6 

183 (16) 
155 23) 
187 (15) 
165 (21) 
202 (6) 

174 (4) 
147 (8) 
110 (18) 
134 (13) 
179 (2) 

73 (7) 
55 (15) 
42 (20) 
51 (18) 
59 (12) 

Third Circuit 

Baltimore 
Harford 

6 
11 

4       4 
11        5 

3 
9 

203 (5) 
190 (13) 

108 (19) 
147 (10) 

45 (19) 
58 (13) 

Fourth Circuit 

Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

21 
23 
12 

13       11 
20       24 
12       15 

14 
21 
15 

293 (1) 
165 (22) 
183 (17) 

170 
103 
131 

(5) 
(20) 
(14) 

54 (16) 
52 (17) 
38 (22) 

Fifth Circuit 

Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

9 
5 

15 

6        3 
2        8 

10       12 

5 
7 
4 

200 (8) 
167 (20) 
254 (3) 

150 
197 
140 

(7) 
(1) 

(12) 

86  (4) 
80 (5) 
69 (9) 

Sixth Circuit 

Frederick 
Montgomery 

16 
10 

8       16 
3        2 

10 
1 

191 (11) 
262  (2) 

153 
175 

(6) 
(3) 

76  (6) 
109 (1) 

Seventh Circuit 

Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

8 
3 
4 
1 

7        9 
5       10 
9        7 
1        6 

11 
16 
8 
13 

:9i  do) 
188 (14) 
218  (4) 
191 (12) 

98 
147 
115 
146 

(22) 
(9) 

(17) 
(U) 

100 (2) 
68 (10) 
73 (8) 
98 (3) 

Eighth Circuit 

Baltimore City 2 16        1 2 202 (7) 91 (24) 65 (11) 

aLower number indicates 
factor would indicate a 

greater need for judgeship. (So, 
higher amount of volume whereas a 

for example 
number one 

, a number one ranking of a predictive 
ranking of a performance factor would 

Note: Please see attached memorandum from John Davies dated October 13, 1988. 



TABLE 7 

COLLECTIVE RANKING OF JURISDICTIONS 
BY BOTH PREDICTIVE AND PERFOffUNCE fKms* 

(FISCAL 1988) 

iJummary oi Hredlctlve Factors 
 bjr Jurisdiction* ijumiary of Performance FactorT 

by Jurisdiction* 
I . Baltimore City ( 6.5 ) 1 . Montgomery County ( 2.0 ) 
2 St. Mary's County ( 7.25) 2 Anne Arundel County ( 6.33) 
3. Baltimore County ( 8.25) 3 Talbot County ( 6.67) 
4. Montgomery County ( 9.5 ) 4. Allegany County ( 7.33) 
S. Carroll County (10.0 ) 5. Frederick County ( 7.67) 
6. Prince George's County (10.75) 6. Howard County ( 8.0 ) 
/. Anne Arundel County (11.0 ) 7. Carroll County ( 8.67) 
8. Charles County (12.5 ) 8. St. Mary's County (8.67) 
9. Calvert County (15.0 ) 9. Caroline County ( 9.0 ) 

10. Howard County (20.75) 10. Prince George's County ( 9.67) 
11. Queen Anne's County (21.0 ) 11. Charles County (U.O ) 
12. Dorchester County (22.0 ) 12. Calvert County (11.33) 
13. Washington County (23.25) 13. Harford County (12.0 ) 
14. Frederick County (24.5 ) 14. Baltimore City (14.0 ) 
15. Wicomico County (25.25) 15. Baltimore County (14.33) 
16. Cecil County (25.75) 16. Cecil County (15.33) 
1/. Allegany County (28.0 ) 17. Worcester County (16.0 ) 
18. Talbot County (29.0 ) 18. Queen Anne's County (17.33) 
19. Harford County (31.5 ) 19. Wicomico County (17.67) 
to. Caroline County (33.5 ) 20. Washington County (17.67) 
21. Somerset County (34.5 ) 21. Kent County (17.67) 
22. Worcester County (36.0 ) 22. Garrett County (19.67) 
23. Garrett County (39.5 ) 23. Dorchester County (21.0 ) 
24. Kent County (40.5 ) 24. Somerset County (21.0 ) 

•Collective ranking determined by assign 
mg a nwdght of three to filings per 
judge, a weight of one to population 
per judge, a weight of two to pending 
cases per judge, and a weight of one to 
attorney/judge ratio. 

•Collective ranking determined by 
assigning an equal weight (of one) 
to the filing to disposition times 
of criminal, law, equity, and juvenile 
cases.    (Inverted ranking to show 
longest times.) 

"Lower number indicates greater need for judgeshio so    for exainnia    , „ -v 
ran ing of a predictive factor would indSST.Si kr Sol     o^o iTZrlll a 

worker sTs^cgyr?Stysr
,gd

tyygti! !Jsr r1 titT bu 
that a relatively strong need exists fo^Tju^ba'sed' X VMS SSlSlS. 

Note:    Please see attached memorandum from John Oavies dated October 13,  igas. 



TABLE 8 

PROJECTED NUHBER OF JUDGES NEEDED IN CIRCUIT COURTS 

Projected 
Filings 
1990a 

No. of 
Judges 

No. of Masters 
and Judges  b 

Cross-designated 

Adjusted 
Number 

Judicial 
Officers 

Average Projected 
No. of Filings Per 
Judicial Officer 

. 1990 

First Circuit 
Porchester 1,637 
Somerset 1,216 
Wlcoailco 3,127 
Worcester 1,763 
Circuit Total 7,743 

Second Circuit 
Caroline 1,307 1 
Cecil 2,742 2 
Kent 551 1 
Queen Anne's 959 l 
Talbot 1,099 1 
Circuit Total 6,658 6 

Third Circuit 
Baltimore 25.288 14 
Harford 6,315 4 
Circuit Total 31,603 18 

Fourth Circuit 
Allegany 2,036 2 
Qarrett 1,003 l 
Washington 4,503 3 
Circuit Total 7,542 6 

Fifth Circuit 
Anne Arundel 13,793 9 
Carroll 4,102 2 
Howard 5,703 4 
Circuit Total 23,598 15 

Sixth Circuit 
Frederick 3,847 3 
Montgomery 22,698 13 
Circuit Total 26,545 16 

Seventh Circuit 
Calvert 1,726 1 
Charles 4,245 3 
Prince George's 33,040 17 
St. Mary's 3,013 1 
Circuit Total 42,024 22 

Eighth Circuit 
Baltimore City 52,806 24 

0 
0.2 
0 
0 
0 
0.2 

2.8 
0.6 
3.4 

3.0 
1.0 
1.0 
5.0 

0 
4.4 
4.4 

0 
0 
6.0 
0.2 
6.2 

12.6 

1.0 
1.0 
3.0 
2.0 
7.0 

1.0 
2.2 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
6.2 

16.8 
4.6 

21.4 

2.0 
1.0 
3.0 
6.0 

12.0 
3.0 
5.0 

20.0 

3.0 
17.4 
20.4 

1.0 
3.0 

23.0 
1.2 

28.2 

36.6 

1.637 
1,216 
1,042 

882 
1,106 

1,307 
1,246 

551 
959 

1,099 
1,073 

1,505 
1,372 
1,476 

1,018 
1,003 
1,501 
1,257 

1.149 
1,367 
1,140 
1.179 

1,282 
1.304 
1,301 

1,726 
1,415 
1,436 
2,510 
1.490 

1,442 

Judicial 
Officers Addtl. 

by  c 
Standardc 

Judges,. 
Neededd 

1.6 0.6 
1.2 0.2 
3.1 0.1 
1.8 (0.2) 
7.7 0.7 

1.3 0.3 
2.7 0.5 
0.6 (0.4) 
1.0 0.0 
1.1 0.1 
6.7 0.5 

19.4 2.6 
5.7 1.1 

25.1 3.7 

2.0 0.0 
1.0 0.0 
4.5 1.5 
7.5 1.5 

11.5 (0.5) 
4.1 1.1 
5.2 0.2 

20.8 0.8 

3.8 0.8 
17.4 0.0 
21.2 0.3 

1.7 0.7 
4.2 1.2 

23.6 0.6 
3.0 1.8 

32.5 4.3 

37.7 1.1 

Both Harford and Montgomery Counties have no Orphans' Court and disposition of these matters 1s handled directly by 
the Circuit Court judges. Approximately 15 hearings were added to Harford County's projection and 150 hearings to 
Montgomery County's projection for Fiscal 1990. 

Juvenile masters In some jurisdictions here only considered a percentage of a judicial officer because of the number 
of filings handled yearly by these Individuals. Also, in Cecil and Wlcomlco Counties. District Court judges are 
cross-designated to hear juvenile matters in the circuit court. This amounts to about one day a week or 0.2 of a 
Judge. (Note: In Wlcomlco County, when the District Court judge sits In juvenile court, the circuit court judge sits 
in the District Court^ Therefore, no adjustments in the total number of judicial officers are needed.) Judgeshlp 
count for Baltimore Ctly Includes one District Court judge who is assigned to the Circuit Court of Baltimore City on 
an annual basis for about 8-1/2 months. This amounts to about .7 of additional judicial assistance yearly. Also 
included In the number of temporary judicial officers are retired judges who are recalled in some jurisdictions for 
settlement conferences. 

^he scale utilized for this column in Fiscal 1990 is as follows: 1000 filings - 1 to 3 judicial officers; 1100 
filings - 4 to 8 judicial officers; 1200 filings - 9 to 14 judicial officers; 1300 filings - 15 to 19 judicial 
officers; 1400 filings - 20 or more Judicial officers. 

A need for additional judgeshlps is shown by a number without parentheses, whereas, a surplus in Judgeships is shown 
by a number in parentheses. 



JOHN A. DAVIM. J*. 

CIRCUIT *OMINI«TI»ATO(» 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
WASHINGTON COUNTY COURT HOUSt 

HAOBRSTOWN MARVLANO  21740 

AREA COOC 301 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE : 

Peter j. Lally 
Assistant state Court Administrator 

John A. Davies, Jr.i^fl. 

Statistical Needs Analysis for New Judgeship 
the Circuit Courts ~ 1989 Session- 
Suggested Addendum Re: Allegany County 

October 13, 1988 

s in 

review and analysis of the statist! 
-~we Terminated Cases and 

Cases m Allegany County has re 
some significance. 

Cumulative Terminated" C^s^ EiapseTTimfReport0^ relevant to , . s m the Civil 
vealed a clerical reporting error of 

"deadwood" fUe  That  s ^tl  "^ lntended t0 be closed - the 
fiscal year but 'remained 'on t*Z  "Se%were terminated m a prior 
effort to correct the  stilus  Tf  i^V^   Inventory reports! In the 
Case listings with the^uTs^fte^r^ScS? ^HT^  the 0^ 
inadvertently closed with an nrtiJil*,  2\     *        '   ese cases were 
year, thereby causing them to be TncLtT •^It^  the Current «««! 
the elapsed time reporting system        ln the  cal«l"ions of 

.rronyoS^SSliJi l^^l  ^^^H? S•^ ** 

bracket. Jbi /20 day elapsed time 

rigure ot 293 days to a corrected figure of 255 days the published 
in FY-88 (Table 3) 

In Table 6, 
Time/civil becomes m ^M"^^ 

ranklng 0f Allegany County m S2±  and Montgomery County becomes UJ . 



Page 2 
Peter J. Lally 
Allegany County Addendum 
October 13, 1988 

In Table 7, the Performance Factor for Montgomery County 
becomes (1.67) and the Allegany County becomes (7.67). 

This corrected figure of 255 days in civil cases also 
affects the text of the report on Judgeship Needs on page 13, 
paragraph 4, regarding the ranking of Allegany County in civil 
cases and the text on page 15 regarding Montgomery County's ranking 
in elapsed time of civil cases. 

If the Statistical Needs Analysis report cannot be revised 
to reflect corrections in the above noted tables and text, we would 
request that an appropriate addendum be attached to the report. 

jad 

cc: Hon. J. Frederick Sharer 
Hon. Fred C. Wright, III 



EXHIBIT B-l 

U-OVO L. HMWtlNB 

^e Jfirst lubicial Circuit of JHarglartfr 
COURTHOUSE 

PP»INCC WIUJAM STMEXT 

PKINCCM ANNL MARTLANO 21853 

TILSPHONK oo n es i -1 sao 

August  31,   1988 

SOMMSCT COUNTY 
WICOMICO COUNTY 
WO"CE»T«« COUNTY 
OOHCHCSTtK COUNTY 

James H. Norris, Jr., 
State Court Administrator 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
Courts of Appeal Bldg. 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re: First Judicial Circuit 
Need Analysis for New 
Judgeship 

Dear Jim: 

At present seven Circuit Court Judges have been 
authorized for this circuit.  Once the seventh judge 
has been sworn in, I anticipate no additional need 
in the immediate future. 

Respectfully, 

Lloyd L. Simpkins 

LLS/lf 



•« 

it,. 
EXHIBIT B-2 

I 

-"•OWEN WISE 
CNitr *o>..»,sT»AT|yt jUOG£ 

% ^eomft Ju&tnai (Ttrrmt rf Jlarpimii 
CIRCUIT COURT  FOR CAROL.NE COUNTY 

September  13,   1988 
COURT HOUSC 

OtNTON. -AI»Tt*MO   j.gj, 
30l-*7»-»303 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Chief Judge Murphy 

S^^/i^^  Administrative Judge-'^^ 
Second Judicial Circuit 

Statistical Noeds Analysis for N.w .inH^.w^ 

Your Memorandum of August  19     IQAB  ..,,-. 
the above Analysis and mine are set forth hSelfte?!'  COmmentS  on 

consiSln^^^urr^enfSltoy^f ^se^^ CirCUit »• ^ 
either a decrease or no increase InL«t% ^llngf- TheY Project 
90. The past several year.f reflect aim i^5 for " 89 and FY 

total case filings and there is no h?cL ? 0 per
1
cent increase in 

will abate or reverse, as Ihe s^^t?^ f0r conclu<^g that trend 
increase in population shown In?££?* f*?1?*' The P^^cted 
counties in this Circuit wUl incrp• • indl"tes all of the 
same period, and it is only logical tQ ,« p0p^ation ^^g the 
cases filed will also increase? " itlst fT?^ the nxmher of 

population.     This inaccurate m-ow^ he  same  rate as  the 
for judicial office^n T^ 8 l0 l °nnC/USeS .the Pro^"ed need 
the   caseload   projectionsr£    revise? Z   rUli^^    i reqUest 

increase   in   actual   filings   ovlr   the   last    •       ^   hlstorical 
attached    Memorandum     from    Roger    Moonll    X eral   years'      The 

projections. 9 Mooney     shows     our     caseload 

judic^l^f^r   ^iUlVSJ'  ju^nS11  """** haS  0-2  of  a 

retirement   of   Judge   Wilcox      tLt^Ti        * ,matters-        With    the 
projections in Table % should so ?efl^n0   i0^ger   true'    and   the amended accordingly        snouid so reflect,  and footnote b should be 

dispersioi^intTa^unt^'we^^:  sellfnaTi"    ^    ^^^1 
judges,   whereas  the   First   Circuft   ff t g  flVe   counties  with  six 
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the Circuit totals are more favorable to the First Circuit's needs 
the geography of this Circuit does not enable us to shift judges 
as easily as some other Circuits. The time and distance for me to 
go to Elkton is the same as it is for me to go to Baltimore or 
Upper Marlboro under the Temporary Assignment Plan. While it mav 
be statistically convenient to lump caseloads by Circuit the 
statistics must be discounted by the logistics. 

It should also be taken into consideration that in four of our 
five counties, we have only the one judge and no temporary 
assignment plan as backup. If any of our judges become disabled 
suddenly, we have no ready replacement on a full time basis, we 
cannot assign a judge from another county without closing court in 
the vacated county. This is what occurs when a judge goes on leave 
or vacation and little or no court is scheduled in that county. 
This does not serve the public or the judicial system well. While 
having retired judges available is of assistance to us, their long- 
term usefulness is limited. 

I also wish to point out some other factors which should be 
considered m utilizing these statistics. The length of time taken 
to dispose of criminal cases is really not determined by the judge, 
or the court, or their efficiency. The primary ingredient 
governing speed at which a case moves through the court is the 
State's Attorney's Office, and to a lesser degree, the defense bar. 
For example, if you compare Queen Anne's and Caroline's statistics 
m Table 3, you could come to the conclusion that Judge Carter 
disposes of cases faster than I. I think he would agree we are 
about equal in the speed with which we move cases. The difference 
in the processing times is entirely due to the fact that the Queen 
Anne's State's Attorney pleads out over 90% of his cases, and our 
State's Attorney tries a fair percentage of his cases. This is 
born out in the Administrative Office of the Court's statistics on 
the number of court and jury trials. Even assuming the reliability 
of these statistics, their relevance as indicia of judicial needs 
is questionable. It would seem the relevant statistic is the 
number of cases tried, not how long the cases take from filing to 
disposition. Any judge who takes a lot of pleas can dispose of 
more cases than one who doesn't. The judge who tries a lot of 
cases needs the help. 

Table 5, Column 5 is useless and irrelevant in rural areas. 
There was a time in rural areas when clients selected local 
lawyers, but that is no longer the norm. On any given day, at 
least half of the cases on our docket have counsel who are not from 
this County, or even this Circuit. The ratio may have some 
currency in the larger metropolitan areas, but the number of 
lawyers residing in a county (as shown in the Clients Security 
Trust Fund list) has little relation to the counties in which they 
file their cases. Easily a third of Caroline's cases, for 
instance, have counsel from Easton in them, and the same is true 
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for other counties in the Circuit. Of the 18 "lawvers" UM 

do not have 76 lawyers engaged in trial »"k in the count?  they 

presu^ at ^SS^^f^lSSWISi SSfTSJ^TSi 
a more important determinant in the speed at which criminJf „»5X 
counK0065^^3 tte1

nu^« of date's Attorneys^ avauiu "fn I 
or o? var^lnn  •^n-ly ^ Prose^tors, and when one is out sick 

our eSSSni
( Y raiJking us No- 4> f^ factors that are no? wtt^in 

more Assent stat^T^ 0rder th^ County Commissioners to hirS 
does no? !M <•« H • Attorneys and arbitrarily dismissing cases aoes not seem to be in anyone's interests. 

r*vaa? ^o 
n0t ^s.uggest that these comments and revisions would 

howlver thT6^^6 need f0r " additi°^l ^dge. I do suggest however, that a proper evaluation of all relevant factor^ 
indicates more of a need than the statistical a^lysJs shows   ' 

JOW/SW 
Att. 



EXHIBIT B-2 

J.   Owen Wise 
AOMIMISTHATIVC JUOSC 

ROQCR  r. MOONKV 
AOmmimrnAJom 

®fye gecanb Judicial Ctrcutt of ^ar^bmb 
COURT   HOUSE 

CHCSTCRTOWN.   MARYLAND  21620 
TELEPHONE: 778-4609 

CAROLINE   COUNTY 
CECIL  COUNTY 
KENT  COUNTY 
QUEEN   ANNE-*   COUNTY 
TALBOT  COUNTY 

September 6, 1988 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Judge J. Owen Wise 
Circuit Administrative Judge 

Roger P. Mooney "-fi^uJ 
Circuit Administrator 

SUBJECT: STATISTICAL NEEDS ANALYSIS FOR ADDITIONAL JUDGESHIPS IN 
THE CIRCUIT COURTS - FISCAL 1990 

«,.*«„«.   J^iS iS^wn fesponse to your request for comments concerning the 
subject matter.  The A.O.C. projected filings for FY 1990 seem a little on the 

orS^f1Ve •??•»;  AVOU Wil1 See fr0m the fi^res below' the A oc    report projects we will have less filings in FY 1990 than were actually filed in FY 

.4  w^ ., ^ased on what has transpired in the last few years, I would seriouslv 
doubt if there would be a reduction in the number of filings!  In two years  I 

oni^r.^1^00"^7 Wil1 be exceeding 3,000 filings and the filings in thrie 
out of the other four counties will be in excess of 1100 cases.  Additionally 
the number of filings circuitwide will probably increase somewhere in the area 
of a thousand more cases. 

CASE FILINGS PROJECTION:  Second Judicial Circuit - 

ACTUAL   ACTUAL 

COUNTY 1985-86 86-87 
CAROLINE 905 970 
CECIL 2376 2549 
KENT   . 552 669 
OUEEN ANNE'S 942 951 
TALBOT 1025 1075 

CIRCUIT 5800 6214" 

ACTUAL 

87-88 
1180 
2897 
643 
1045 
1174 

6939 

Our 
PROJECT. 

88-89 
1250 
3128 
670 

1148 
1249 

7445 

F.Y. 1990 
Our 

PROJECT, 

89-90 
1307 
3250 
737 

1245 
1324 

7863 

PR0J. 
AOC PROJ INCREASE 

89-90  FM. FY8a 
1307 
2742 
551 
959 
1099 

6658 

127 
353 
94 

200 
150 

924 

RPM:egC 



EXHIBIT B-3 

FRANK 6. CICONE 

CHIgF JUOGf 

AM) 

CIRCUIT *0*IINISTB*Tlve JUOGe 

f t|e Circuit Court far Baltimore Countg 

THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND 

September 15,  1988 COUNTY COURTS BUILDING 

TOWSON. MARYLAND   21204 

i301l 494-2500 

The Honorable Robert C.   Murphv 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals 
401 Bosley Avenue 
Towson,   Maryland    21204 

Dear Chief Judge Murphy: 

RE:   Statistical Analysis 
Fiscal 1990 

County and 1.1 judges in HarfortTcoSt^ ^ ]UdgeS m B^timore 

SprSent^ ^^^ rep0r?n9 E>r0bl£m that -gnifSuy LS- 
S ^f^LTf     ^     QlUn'e   °£   ^Pened   cases   for   Fiscal    '88 
in   the    past   fiscal   year,    Baltimoie   County   recorded    flsfi ^,•    /, 

SS SS    ^   ^^^   COUnty   rep0rted   l^rclef'duSg^ same period.     We are engaged actively in correcting this  problem. 

As    to    Harford    County,    total   fUinqs    for    Fiscal     -R?    ,rQT-D 

g-SSr*? ^STlLc^ls^r" -??,?^ --Rented 
Sv^ ^ -^vTicSS? w^^^T^^fisc-aT^nr 
Civil  fxlmgs   have   increased   over  the   past   vear   hv   ii M     I  •        , 

SSSSV?7 ^-^- teased ^^.S .W^lle'^S 
increased by 17.7%. Projections based upon actual year end filing 
mdocate a need for 1.7 additional judicial personnel. ^ 

^     ^.^^^   these    ^s^5    an^    after   extensive   soul   search inn 

^Thei?0%msttcetlSscd;m^dS   0f   a   CaSe^d   ^   has   -^   by 



Hon.   Robert C.  Murphy page   2 

My decision not to request an additLonal judge at this time 
for Baltiinore County can be attributed to our dedicated and hard 
working Bench, coupled with our highly developed Assignment System 
and our extremely successful Settlement Conference program. As 
to Harford County, I am informed that despite their obvious need 
for judicial assistance they also wish to redouble their efforts 
and forego an additional judge at this time. 

You can be sure that we will make every effort to effectively 
and timely deal with this burdensome situation which plaques Baltimore 
and  Harford  Counties. 

FECrems 

cc:     James H.  Norris,  Jr 
State Court Administo 



FRED CWRIGHT DI 
ASSOCIATE JUDGE 

FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
OF MARYLAND 

EXHIBIT B-4 

COURT HOUSE 
HACERSTOWN, MD. 21740 

TELEPHONE (301) 791-3111 

September 16, 1988 

Hon. Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 
Courts of Appeal Bldg. 
Rowe Blvd. 
Annapolis, MD  21401 

RE: Statistical Needs Analysis 
Fiscal 1990 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

The statistical analysis shows a need for 11/2 more 
l^ni  f0r ^ ?irSUit COUrt of Washington County even though we seem to have a faster ability to handle our 
ZSlZtt       See„?lble 7-  I do not believe that we can 
implement any additional case management system to increase 
our efficiency.  The County Commissioners ire awa?e of  the 
toewh??h ?he Sear^in9 for sP^s outside of the Courthouse 
to which they would move certain county offices thereby 
providing areas for court expansion.  However this is a two- 
year project.  Consequently I do not at this time ask for a 
fourth nudge for this county. 

or r*•!^ iS n°.need for new Judgeships in either Allegany or Garrett counties. 

Very truly yours. 

Ffed C. Wright, III 
Administrative Judge 
Fourth Judicial Circuit 

FCW/ech 



RAYMOND CTHtEME. JR. 

GfcCUJTADMINISTfcMTVE JUDGE 

STATE OF MARYIAND 

FLFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

ANNAPOUS 

21401 

September 26, 1988 

EXHIBIT B-5 

TELEPHONE '300 280-1290 

Honorable Robert c. Murphy 
Chief Judge 
Court of Appeals of Maryland 
Courts of Appeal Building 
Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re: 

Dear Bob: 

Statistical Needs Analysis for 
New Judgeships in the Circuit 
Courts - - 1989 Session 
(Fiscal 1990) 

carron^unuel:^^^^.^!."5 Jf?" Howard and 
T      ^ Each re<?uested an additional iudae- 
in  a^^-^3^011 County^ request, however? ? am * 
rSqSes?? S time to sueP0rt Howard Count 

not 
y's 

Sincerely, 

RGT:pjr 

Enclosures 

Raymond G./Thieme, Jr, 

L 

cc:  Honorable Donald j. Gilmore 
Honorable j. Thomas Nissel 



DONALD J. CILMORE 
ASSOCIATt JUBCS 

FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
OF MARYLAND 

WESTMINSTER. MARTIAND 

21157 

EXHIBIT B-5 

COURTHOUSE 
COURT STREET 

September 20,   1988 

^,1?i!0Jablf ^y"•11 G.  Thieme, Jr. 
coSilousr" for *""•Arundel ^y 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Re:  Fiscal 1990 
Additional Judge 
Circuit Court for 

 Carroll County 
Dear Judge Thieme: 

advi£dSt£t we IS'hiSgJ'LSl s^***** 6'   1988'  Pleas« »» 
the Circuit Cour? !or CarLf?^    ^"V" additi°nal judgeship for 
of the GenerarisseSly?rr011 COUnty in the fo^hcoming sesaion 

pastCseveralC?eaS t"tehIsrcr^d,Unpre?edented ^owth in the 
Circuit CourtJuSge!    Accordina to 4«CnltiC^ need f0r a third 

Office,  our curren? popSlaSon'is i220i??"0:L1
1
C0Un?LPlannin^ 

SSKK'^S;;? ^^^^^ Per^e at 

There were aao tt-Z *4iV    y aPPolntinent on September 9,   1977. 
JudgJ ?lr Fiscal J^^'^Incr^f^ t^ 844 te•inations *** 
in  1977,   wehavi  inc^ased^ur'cLrfni^SsViffr^T^^r^13 

WinabirT^?^"1?9 l0a" -"ave'ta^n^irtuaily1^" t0 
D?oI^J?1®vad!,inistrative steP to increase the Court's    * 
incr«^ ^ t0 meeJ th? risin5 c«eload.  Accordingly, we have increased our case terminations since 1977 by 113%? 

»».. ?otylthstanding the remarkable increase in productivitv «« 
avaii«h^g-rgJOUnd t0 the ^"increasing caseload? of th^two 
available Judges, one Judge is now sitting five days a week 



ffic*i?9 n0thing but criininal cases to avoid the consequences of 

Further, despite the increased productivity, we have 
p!P?i;;ence2 fu35% inc?ease in pending cases from FY '79 to 
FY 88, and they are increasing at a more rapid rate. 

i^-t-1•^ Yf11 refa11' in response to my request for a Judge 
HitJ!I '#  J?* 50ped SOn,e relief m^ht  be afforded through the 
I  2iS J^fe ir;d JU*ge Weant*  This has "suited in a on! day 
to lut  no;nemenL?°"ferfnce ••••ion, which does not come close 
available      additional help, and no other relief is 

•coun?! £!£Vha ?uP?ort of the local Delegation, the Carroll 
county Bar Association, and the Carroll County Commissioners. 

^h4^h?,15«f
iKi0nw1 courtfoom needed for the accommodation of the 

n«n^?S ^a84be?n revieYed by a committee and a meeting 
S!I !£?T2? lts-

iniPleiBentation is to take place on September 27. 
ml?^?i t  ng   ?*.n?W coxxrtr°0•  can be accomplished rather 
quickly because it involves the renovation of the Courthouse 
Annex area now occupied by the state's Attorney's Office, as 
opposed to the construction of a new building. 

Judge Burns joins me in this request for an additional Judge. 
If any further information is needed, please advise. 

Very truly yours, 

DJG/ble 



S-EVTB Or MARTLAWn 

FIFTH JUDICIAL CIHCCIT 

COURT Uonao 

ELLICOTT Cn-r 
81040 

EXHIBIT B-5 

Boaun P. Fiacvn 
ASEA Cos* 001 
XW»)CMf?KX 
992-2145 

September 22, 1988 

Honorable Raymond G. Thieme, Jr. 
Circuit Administrative Judge 
Fifth Judicial Circuit 
Anne Arundel County Courthouse 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Judge Thieme: 

Howard County is requesting that the Administrative Office 
recommend the creation of an additional judge for the Circuit Court 
for Howard County. 

T^LiaSt year we were 9ranted an additional judgeship was 198 2. 
Since 1982, according to the latest official statistics the Howard 
County population has increased by 41,919, with a projection of • 
another 10,000 by 1990. With this rate of growth, the Howard County 
Circuit Court is continually falling behind year after year.  The 
KU,n5noa0f fllln9s in our co"rt over the past ten years has increased 
cy 208%. Over the past several years it has become increasingly 
difficult for the present four judges to keep up with the work that 
this growing county is supplying them. This workload is not expected 
to decrease or even level off at any time in the near future. 
According to the Department of Planning and Zoning it is estimated 
that by the year 1990 the current population of 168,000 will have 
increased to 178,000.  We are one of the fastest growing counties in 
the State. 

As a result of the 208% increase in filings, the number of 
pending cases remaining at the end of the Fiscal Year has increased 
by 188% over the past ten years.  By the end of Fiscal Year 1988, 
the pending case load total of 4,453 cases was only 25% lower than 
the amount of filings for Fiscal Year 1988.  This pending case load 
figure is going to steadily increase in the future, just as it has 
in the past.  Our Judges are producing as much work as humanly 
possible. Without the help of an additional judge on our staff, the 
Circuit Court for Howard County will continue to have an uncontrollable 
pending casarload which within the near future may result in criminal 
cases being dismissed for lack of speedy trial. 

The time period between filing and disposition of a case has 
increased yearly to the point where there is a greater time lapse 
than in most of the other Maryland counties.  In spite of the fact 
that criminal cases take precedence over civil cases because of the 
180 day rule, you will see from the attached table that the time 
lapse in criminal cases over the past three years has been the 
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eleventh longest. If this does not seem to you to be all «-ha- 

ss'ssiiitSJr.^s:*"'Howard cou^*s ^^11^%^ 

ti- lapse was .S^^^S^ffi^LS^tSS^A^^ 

to^^o^Li^HisrHuirwe^f L^rli^lof a-^aY^r1 

cases disposed of within a rH^-K?* aVe the resources to have all 
in all juSSicSoE?1 criminal cases'h^e^n J'^1"16-  AS ia  the case 

a^t^r^rtLe^^ 1SV2-? s l^r^^Sou-i1 

help o? IpeL^eS? fiHh  i^1"9 '0.KSteadily increase without  the 
by the CivL^fs^it SffJclthat it ?s

P^-nt time  ^ "  rePorted 
fifteen months  for a court trial  to H If  taking approximately 
months or more for a jSr/ triaU y      e COUrt and ei9hteen 

populaSIoffSur^arrinfccuraS * P^^^ 
gfOWin? COUnty is  that  the 

jections used bJ ?he Adiinistrat?;o n^-eXamp^'   the P0Pulation pro- 
Howard County of  £64  OoS SJ Jufv T    ?oooCe  lndicate  a  Population  for 

Judge  Murphy has made available  to us  the  services of  a  n*r*-  nm« 

i^^tsrs-tJSTSna:.'"-0*1-""of ^• -- -- - 
regue^I S ^USSLSN^^ S P^i^l^a^^Ss^" 
cnn^?niy,aVailable-     The new addition toPthe Howard c^nty Courthouse 
cour? judge!6 C0Urtr00mS and an *dditional chambers  for rLSS'ciSSt 

Your  support for this request would be appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert F.   Fischer 

RFFtmcr 
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FIRST CIRCUIT 
DorchMter 
Sonwrsal 
Wtcomico 
Worcestef 

SECOND CIRCUfT 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Tatoot 

THIRD cmcurr 
Baltimore 
Hartord 

FOURTH CIRCUIT 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

RFTH CIRCUIT 
AnneArunde! 
Carroll 
Howard 

SIXTH CIRCUTT 
Frederick 
Montgomery 

SEVENTH CIRCUfT 
Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St Mary's 

EIGHTH ciRcurr 
Baltimore City 

STATE 

147 
107 
148 
175 

143 
153 
129 
88 

155 

216 
182 

261 
192 
179 

173 
147 
261 

169 
223 

170 
181 
246 
178 

187 

200 

EXHIBIT B-5 
Aiwuml Kepon of the Maryland Judktarr 

TABLE CC-12 

AVERAGE DAYS FROM RLINQ TO DISPOSmON 

CMI 

1984-85     1985-86    1988-87 

141 
116 
154 
174 

197 
152 
107 
160 
158 

210 
176 

232 
189 
170 

184 
151 
225 

173 
245 

189 
193 
241 
184 

194 

204 

148 
98 

179 
177 

179 
143 
141 
181 
163 

213 
186 

216 
187 
182 

228 
187 
262 

184 
242 

191 
192 
206 
173 

243 

214 

Criminal 

1984-85    1985-86    19M-87 

132 
111 
66 

117 

125 
157 
159 
123 
143 

99 
173 

126 
125 
130 

144 
167 
131 

103 
142 

96 
152 
104 
135 

93 

111 

113 
115 
89 

110 

163 
159 
129 
123 
126 

106 
161 

144 
160 
157 

143 
150 
131 

111 
168 

105 
154 
109 
114 

76 

106 

121 
128 
97 

112 

160 
146 
125 
134 
186 

125 
166 

165 
124 
146 

149 
161 
135 

128 
178 

95 
141 
111 
127 

81 

112 

Juvenile 

1984-85    1985-88    1988-87 

37 
26 
32 
47 

59 
48 
65 
40 
52 

43 
48 

29 
32 
36 

62 
68 
71 

59 
92 

73 
65 
63 
81 

63 

64 

32 37 
14 19 
34 35 
59 58 

50 50 
46 56 
38 37 
35 47 
69 60 

51 
55 

38 
51 
43 

74 
69 
64 

68 
85 

77 
66 
64 
73 

68 

66 

48 
59 

67 
38 
43 

80 
82 
72 

70 
106 

81 
65 
71 
82 

65 

66 

£2£ JSTSLS SF&^T ^ inCrea^ •" avera9e' P^"'8^ in a jurisdiction wrth a small caseload. For that 
SS^l^Ti^^      f ??• "T3' CaSeS 0"W ^ **** ^ "« 'uveni,e caus** over "I ^s °W have S^pSSS^ calculations. Appro»mately 90 to 95 percent of the cases are disposed of wrthin those 



SIXTH   JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
OF   MARYLAND 

M.'DICIAL   CEMTER 

SO   COURTHOUSE   SQUARE 

ROCKVILLE. MARYLAND 20850 

EXHIBIT B-6 

JOHN   J.  MITCHELL 
CHIEF  JUDGE 

September 26,   1988 

Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Chief Judge, Court of Appeals 
Courts of Appeal Building 
361 Rowe Boulevard 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

This letter is written in response to Mr. Norris1 

tSrcSuTt'courrS^ c988: P«'«J»i»9 to new ?u"g«hips in 
*ai*il     !?•  Co"r^." 1989 Session.  After considerable 
fd^Mnn*?011',1 find that there is a ^finite need for an additional nudgeship in Montgomery County. 

My principal co 
now exists between fi 
the approaching crisi 
recognizes the priori 
trials. However, thi 
to me with increasing 
but from the litigant 
become more vocal whe 
from the District Cou 
from the civil side t 
temporarily addresses 
seriously aggravates 
year, an average civi 
voir dire lasted 1.26 
to 50% longer than in 

ncerns are with the u 
ling and disposition 
s on the criminal sid 
ty which must be affo 
s leads to frustratio 
frequency, not only 

s and judges as 
n the volume of 
rt requires the 
0 move criminal 
the problem in 

the civil docket prob 
1 jury trial lasted 3 
hours. Civil jury t 
years past. 

well. 
crimi 
assig 
cases 
the c 

naccepta 
in civil 
e. The 
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riminal 
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four 
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and 
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reported 
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aints 
ught 

j udges 
his 
oad it 
the past 
average 
ting up 



mm 

September 26,   1988 
Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Page Two 

Our criminal case scheduling is within, but barely 
within, the requirement of law.  We are now stretched to 175 
days for the scheduling of criminal trials, and this does not 
leave an acceptable degree of flexibility. Attachment A 
delineates an increase of jury demands and appeals from 
District Court of 20.55% from FY86 to FY88.  On an average from 
FY86 to FY87 each judge was responsible for disposing of 35 
more cases by court action.  Attachment B reflects the total 
criminal caseload/percentages from FY86 to FY88.  In FY88 the 
total criminal caseload filings were 4,728 thus, leaving an 
average workload measure of 364 criminal cases per judge. 

The average length of time for criminal jury trial was 
2.3 days and voir dire averaged 1.04 hours.  The State's 
Attorney indicates that with the nature of their cases he does 
not anticipate any reduction in these time factors. 

I have read and heard of asbestos cases in other 
jurisdictions and how they will impact on those courts, but no 
reference is made to the Savings & Loan cases this Court has 
entertained over the past year, or the Dalkon Shield cases in 
the past years, adding to our current backlog plight.  First 
Maryland was tried before a jury and consumed twelve weeks. 
Community Savings & Loan has been in progress since April, 
1988, and may conclude in November, 1988.  A four month real 
estate trial is set to begin October 1, 1988.  These protracted 
cases have a crushing effect on our jury budget, and a more 
devastating effect on our trial calendar.  We have lost 
approximately one judicial man-year in the past twelve months. 
These cases are not in a planning stage, and were not in the 
planning stage for Montgomery County in the Statistical Needs 
for New Judgeships for Fiscal 1989, nor are they present in the 
report for 1990. 

Statistics in Montgomery County have always been somewhat 
misleading because they cannot and do not reflect the intensity 
and litigious filings this court contends with on a daily 
basis.  Statistics alone, as has often been pointed out, can 
not predominate in Montgomery County because of our local legal 
culture.  Local residents are able to afford litigation, can 
litigate more intensively, and thus, cases take longer, so 



September 26, 1988 
Honorable Robert C. Murphy 
Page Three 

that the "pure" number of cases filed should only be a portion 
or the deciding factor. 

^«  Table 5 of the statistical report indicates a ratio of 
269 attorneys per judge.  Although out-of-state attorneys are 
not included in the Administrative Office of the Court's 
figures, Montgomery County currently has an active attorney 
listing of 6,519 (Attachment C).  This statistic would change 
drastically to 502 to 1. Again, the FY90 statistical need for 
Dudgeships cannot and should not dictate the need for a judge 
in this category based essentially upon half of our legal 
community. 

We have recently been made aware of a substantial change 
m demographics that is no doubt contributing to our problems. 
Population increases in Montgomery County have far exceeded the 
best projections.  Montgomery County's projection of 701,000 
was not to be reached until July of 1989 but was actually 
attained as of July 1988.  Montgomery County conducted a 1987 
census update and further predictions project 1990's population 
at 715,000. J- Our current population is equal to that of Prince 
George's County.  In just two years, the population of 
Montgomery County will exceed that of Baltimore City. 

The Court has received the assistance of Judge Philip M. 
Fairbanks (Ret.) during the past year.  He has effectively 
handled negligence case settlement conferences.  Our colleagues 
in the District Court are confronted by their own volume 
problems rendering assistance to this Court impossible. 
Occasionally, our colleagues in Frederick can assist us, but 
Frederick County's needs are increasing as well.  These two 
jurisdictions are burgeoning in population.  Frederick is at 
least two years ahead of their population projections, but we 
are beyond a planning stage and at a crisis intervention stage. 

The Montgomery County Bar Association leadership supports 
my request, and a resolution will soon be issued by that 
Association.  Active support for this new judgeship has been 

1 
Montgomery County 1987 Census Update Survey, Research Division, 
Montgomery County Planning Department MNCPPC. 
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Murphy 

guaranteed by the leadership of the State Delegation.  I have 
had several meetings with the County Executive and his staff 
and I can report that ray position has complete/ active support 
of the local government.  The county government offers the 
fiscal support for this request, and our facility already 
provides two (2) additional, fully-equipped courtrooms. 

By-and-large Montgomery County judges have been 
industrious yet, in light of the FY 90 statistical analysis, 
denying judicial manpower is likely to have a toll on morale 
rather than maintaining judicial strength as we have in the 
past. Recognition of our need is critical because the 
Legislature reasonably looks to you for a fair and objective 
evaluation of needs. 

I earnestly solicit your support for an additional judge 
in the Circuit Court for Montgomery County.  I stand ready to 
respond to any inquiry. 

Very truly yours. 

JJM:mr 
enclosures 



EXHIBIT B-6 

P»?OB 5ivEOVn2'CRIMEPRC•C0URT'CRIHEPR6 
JORB0£J„TBE*" .DS;J1

I^RI"8; T1"E'UNLIHITED SEC0NDS 

THU, SEP 22, 1983,  S:13 PH 
HP3000 / MPE V  G.82.02 (BASE C B2 02) 
:RUN OCASEOVR;LIB=P;HAXOATA»il000 

7/1/35 TO 6/3t/86 

CASES:   2,880 

7/1/86 TO 6/31/87 

CASES:   3.193 

'/.   OF   INCREASE. +10.86 

7/1/87 TO 6/31/38 

CASES:   3,472 

'4   OF INCREASE:  +8.73 

7/1/85 TO 6/31/88 

X   OF INCREASE: +20.55 

END OF PROGRAM 
EOJ 

CPU SEC  = 95.  ELAPSED MIN. = 3.  THU, SEP 22, 1988,  5:15 PM 



:J01 CA3E0VER,CRIHEPRC.COURT,CRIHEPRC 
PRIORITY - OS; INPRI - 8; TIHE - UNLIHITED SECONDS 
JOB NUMBER - tJEIT 
FRI, SEP 23. 1988,  1:12 PN 
HP3000 / MPE V  C.B2.08 (BASE C.B2.02) 
:RUN OCASEOVR;LIB-P;MAXOATA-21000 

7/1/85 TO 6/31/86 

CASES:   4,039 

7/1/86 TO 6/31/87 

CASES:   4,477 

X OF INCREASE: +10.84 

7/1/87 TO 6/31/88 

CASES:   4,728 

X OF INCREASE:  +5.60 

7/1/85 TO 6/31/88 

X OF INCREASE: +17.05 

END OF PROGRAM 
:EOJ 
CPU SEC. - 103.  ELAPSED MIN. - 6.  FRI, SEP 23, 1988,  1:17 PH 



ERNEST A. Loveuesa, JR. 
CHIEF JUOOC 

CIUCUIT AOMINISTRATIVC JUDOC 

*rtr«it^ fttftmsl Circuit af ^ar^Irnil^ 
COURT HOUSE 

UPPER MARLBORO, MARYLAND 20772 

EXHIBIT B-7 

September 21,   1988 13011  S52-40S3 

3SJ0SSS1'Robert G-MurphY 
Court of Appeals Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

Judicial^npSwer"0 TwoulS^ ^  *•*edS  for Additional 
St.  Mary's CoSn?y.' Uld regueSt an additional  judge for 

(1.8  SditiSnar^gefn^dedf11^ ^ Ml>d in St-  Ma^'s 

in the State other thL Ia???Lif ?rea!er than anywhere else 
the FY'87  filings were neaiw^\?OU^y*     In St-  Mary,s Co"nty 
were 18.6% over ?Y?87      ?hf I d°uble those of FY'SS and FY'88  filings 
District coSThS sho^a

e4Tf^f-txirY trials prayed froi» 
is also experiencLg i^rea^daJowth^n^h36' S^  MarY'S  County 
the District of Colimbia      9     ln the P0Pulation spread from 

'^AS^h^^?i^j1I^sq;:s^from Judge Briscoe 

Very truly yours, 

Attachment 
Loveless, Jr. 

cc:  Judge Briscoe 
Court Administrator 



EXHIBIT B-7 

COURT HOUSB 

LEONARDTOWN.  MARYLAND 206SO 

JOHN HANSON BRISCOE 
ASSOCIATt JUOGC 

September 15, 1988 (301 I 475-5621 

The Honorable Ernest A. Loveless, Jr. 
Chief Judge, Seventh Circuit 
Court House 
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

Dear Ernie: 

We have recently discussed an additional Circuit Court 
judge for St. Mary's County. You had indicated that you thought it 
appropriate to make such request at this time. It is my sincere opinion 
that now is the time to ask for a second judge for St. Mary's County. 

I have discussed this proposition vith the County 
Legislators and there will be no problem obtaining their legislative 
support. The Bar Association for St. Mary's County will endorse the 
request. The County Commissioners, on their own, initiated a need 
study for the Court house. That study has recoinnended the immediate 
need for space for a second Circuit Court. There is no question about 
the case load justifying an additional Circuit Court judge, and I believe 
that our chances of obtaining this would be very good with the recommenda- 
tion of you, the Administrative Office of the Courts and Chief Judge 
Murphy. The Seventh Circuit Judicial Conference has not officially voted 
for the request, but I feel confident that given the present circumstances 
it would unanimously vote in favor. 

I would therefore respectfully request that you communi- 
cate with Judge Murphy to seek his support. 

By copy of this letter I am advising Judge Murphy of 
our needs and enlisting his favorable consideration. 

Sincetejy yours. 

John Hanson Briscoe 

JHB/jsj 
cc The Hpn. Robert C. Murphy 

Court of Appeals of Maryland 



EXHIBIT C 

nOBERT F. SWEENEY 
ChfUudga 

DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND 

October 10,   1988 

Court* of AppMi BuMdtng 
Anrwpot* Maiyland 21401 

Phon*: 974-2412 

The Honorable Robert c. Murphy 
Chief Judge, Court of Appeals 
County Courts Bldg., Fifth Floor 
401 Bosley Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

Dear Judge Murphy: 

In accordance with the policy established by you I am 
herewith submitting my assessment of the need for newly 
created judgeships for the District Court for the fiscal year 
beginning July l, 1989. 

In the preparation of this request I have carefully 
evaluated the Court's caseload, the state of our dockets, and 
the judicial workload throughout the state.  Additionally, I 
have met with the twelve administrative judges of this Court, 
collectively and individually, and have sought the views of my 
own staff in Annapolis and the administrative clerks in each 
district. 

As a result of these discussions and evaluation, I am 
asking that you request the General Assembly to establish two 
additional judgeships, one in District Seven, Anne Arundel 
Ccunty, and the ot^.er iu District Ten, Howard County. 

Anne Arundel County 

In Anne Arundel County the Court now has six judges.  In 
1971, when the Court was created, the authorized complement 
was six judges, but one of those judgeships was permitted to 
remain vacant for two years because of our belief that the 
caseload did not at that time warrant the appointment of a 
sixth judge.  In fact, when that vacancy was filled in 1983, 
it was not because of a need in Anne Arundel County but 
because of your desire to have a District Court judge 
available to serve in a specially created criminal court in 
the Circuit Court for Baltimore City.  For several years an 
Anne Arundel County judge served out-of-county to free up 
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SX^i^fi** COUrt JUdgeS f0r that ci^uit court service. 
hiLn\    •    years ago' as the Anne Arundel County caseload 
thl nJ  rti

nSfere'.We r?duced' and then virtually eliminated 
h^.^r 5"diStriCt a?si9ninent of Anne Arundel cJunty judges' 
because of more pressing needs in their home county.  :,uages 

vh^P1 the.y?ar1
that concluded June 30, 1983, 87,925 motor 

vehicle, criminal and civil cases were filed in the District 

ST^X i?? ^ndel COUnty' .In the year that conc?ided Sne 
of'23  111 ots'es    olTst  We?n £h

iled'/eP^enting an increase rliii'lti  (ra®es' or 26%-  In the category of cases actually 
SiiSiS;V1*?* ^0ng the Six lar<?est jurisdictions in the 
SUtTiSJ. r      I   (ACne Arundel County, Baltimore City, 
Baltimore county, Howard County, Montgomery County aAd Prince 
George's County), Anne Arundel County rankJ as follows: 

DWI cases First (581) 

Routine Traffic Cases Fourth (4,198) 
Criminal Cases Second (757) 
Contract/Tort Cases sixth (106 
Landlord/Tenant Cases Third (170) 

^o 1^
diti°I?ai1Y' the ^dges of that Court rank fourth among 

the larger districts in the time spent on the bench each day? 

i-uar.J-am  S^S?ied from the aforegoing statistics alone that 
there is sufficient need for an additional District Court 
Iiudge m Anne Arundel County.  There are other factors 
however, which make that need even more compelling.  For a 
period of more than a year before her untimely death in 1987 
District court Judge Martha Wyatt was critically ill and 
unable to serve.  Simultaneously, Judge George M. Taylor of 
that Court experienced a quadruple coronary bypass with 
resulting complications, requiring him to be absent from his 
foiJ**.  rm?Sw rt**1?****  year 1^87.  During that time-frame 
a substantial backlog m the trial of cases occurred in Anne 
Arundel County, and despite our best efforts to reduce that 
backlog we have been unsuccessful. As of this writing there 
are more pending cases not yet scheduled for trial in Anne 
Arundel County than in any other Maryland jurisdiction, with 
the single exception of Howard County with which I will deal 
later herein.  To address this backlog I have assigned judges 
from Calvert and St. Mary's Counties into Anne Arundel County 
on a weekly basis for the last six months.  Despite their best 
efforts and those of the resident judges in this county there 
has been no substantial diminution in that residue of cases 
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CurT-oL
ain'^there^0re' Persuaded that we can only become 

SSKn'S ^HS ^rrent in our workload through tlT creation of an additional judge for that district? 

Howard County 

The District Court in Howard County has a ores-nt 
complement of three judges, the third judge having been add.d 
by the General Assembly effective July 1, 198?  L noLd 
heremabove, that court has the largest backloa of n^f* 
cases of any District Court jurisdiction ?n thl statl?^"9 

m«*.««
In ?*}* fiscal  year concluding on June 30, 1983 46 Ofin 

2o££ VJndCfn't.Hfiminal and Civil cases were filed in thaf 
SSrffiled tSeS?n

ye?r conciuded on  June 30, 1988 69,831 cases were filed therein, for a staggering increase of 48%! 

fact tSath«?'THW0r^l0fd 0f that court is manifested by the 
iudL« ^ u        ! ^1X largest Jurisdictions in this CoGrt the 
IrtltMl  jSdge: ^^ *"*  aS f0ll0WS in the ^^ ^ --s 

DWI Cases 
Routine Traffic Cases 
Criminal Cases 
Contract/Tort 
Landlord/Tenant 

In Howard County, as in Anne Arundel County, I have tried 
to address our backlog through the use of visiting judgwbJ? 
although that technique has been of some assistance thl 
backlog continues to increase.  I am satisfied that we can 
only eliminate that backlog and remain current with our 
count??      the creation of an additional judge in that 

r•n+l  ^ hfEPy^?0 advise you  that in both Anne Arundel 
County, in the Glen Burnie Court, and in the District Court in 
^!f^H;OUntX' in.?llicott ^ty, a fully equipped courtroom i! 
available and awaiting use should the Governor and the General 
Assembly see fit to create the judgeships requested herein. 

Second (539) 
Second (4,696) 
Sixth (272) 
Third (204) 
Sixth (80) 

Please be advised that no District Court administrative 
[judge, with the exception of those in the Seventh and Tenth 
Districts, requested the creation of an additional judgeship 
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concerning the possible need  for'an aSitiSSJ jSdgeIh?n' in 
ri•:irat0tSi^t

bUt Wa t*,• j0int1^ «^lSSS that sS=S a request at thxs time would be premature.     We will  fftn+-4«„« <- 

pi-„.Ihe
i
Cas?l0!"1 per ind1e in ^"derick county.  District 

court »?=o ^        50liin" and I wil1 continue to monitor that 
3SS S^SSS^^^rJSiJ^^ -"i-l assize 

I hope that the data contained in this reouest 4« 
SfliSSS-'S y°"r purpose.     Please be SEuSSTvJ' 
migiiS^Ire    PrOVlda anY additlonal information thL you 

Sincerely, 

RFSrbja 

Robert F.   Sweeney    Hr— 

il 



BILL ORDER 
EXHIBIT D-l 

(ib) AN ACT concerning 

Judgeships - Circuit Court 

£ £& !^l"£luydJ%SlT: ?f Cl>cuit Court judgeships in 
(St. Mary's C^nty)     (  r0n ^"^ and the 7th Judfc1»' Circuit 

Qlll^ fo  repealing and re-enacting, with amendnents. I 
^vii./^. oy repealing 

or 
I •*4    >i 

(an) ty  adding to 
^ 

U -1 
s or 

i o (r)  ty  repealing 

Article   Courts and Judicial Proceedings 

Section    1-503 (a) 

Anm-cated Code of Maryland 

(19_8_4Replacement Volume and 19_88 Supplement) 

—Circle as appropriate 

(ed) - July 1 effective date 

(eed) - emergency effective date 

(aed) - abnormal effective date: 

(sev) - severability clause 

(sii) - salary increase not ro 
affect incumbent 

Office 



1-503 

(a) In each county in the first seven judicial circuits there shall be 
the number of resident judges of the circuit court set forth below, includina 
the judge or judges provided for by the Constitution: 

1) 

I] 
4) 
5) 
6) 
7) 
8) 
9) 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

Allegany  2 
Anne Arundel [[[[    g 
Baltimore County !!!!!!! !!!!!! 14 
Calvert .'.'.'.'. !!!!!    1 
Caroline  *"    j 
c
ri
r•u :::::::::.::::::::: [213 

Charles     3 
Ceci 1 , .*!.'.!    2 
Dorchester [[ .*.".'!."!!!    l 
Frederick ['[    3 
Garrett !!!!!! '.'.'.',','.'...    1 
Harford [[    4 
Howard  4 
Kent '.[[[[    1 
Montgomery  13 
Prince George's  17 
Queen Anne' s     1 
St. Mary's  [1]2 
Somerset     1 
Ta 1 bot     1 
Washington     3 
Wi comi co     3 
Worcester     2 



BILL ORDER EXHIBIT 0-2 

(ib) AN ACT concerning 

Judgestiips - District Court 

tfUfi? ,PUJp0Sei 0l a1teri?9 the number of District Court judgeships in 

(Sowlrd Sty)! Ct (Anne ArUnde1 C0Unty) and the 10th Judic?al ^strict 

01 0) 
—t c 
u o 
u 

c 
o 

(Yrr)/ By repealing and re-enacting, with amendments, 
or 

(an) ty  adding to 
or 

(r)  $y  repealing 

Article   Courts and Judicial Proceedings 

Section   1-603 (b) 

 Circle as appropriate 

(Xedy)~  July 1 effective date 

(eed) - emergency effective date 

(aed) - abnormal effective date: 

Annuuated Code of Maryland 

(19 84 Replacement Volume and 1988 Supplement) 

(sev) - severability clause 

(sii) - salary increase not 
affect incumbent 

Office 



1-603. 

(b) In each of the districts provided for in § 1-602 of this subtitle 
there shall be the following number of associate judges of the District Court: 

(1) District 1 — 23 
(2) District 2—4 
(3) District 3 — 6, two to be appointed from Cecil County 
(4) District 4—4 
(5) District 5 — 11 
(6) District 6 — 11 
(7) District 7 — [6]7 
(8) District 8 — 12 
(9) District 9—3 

r*u ^?LSistHct 10 "" ^6' two t0 be appointed from Carroll County and 
LthreeJFOUR to be appointed from Howard County 

(11) District 11—4 
(12) District 12 — 3 

4252 


